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To  his  Excellency  Isaac  H.  WUliamsam^  Governor  and  Chancellor  bf 

the  State  of  New  Jersey--^ 

IN  chancery, 

Humbly  complaining,  showeth  unto  your  Excellency  your 
orator  Joseph  Hendrickson,  of  the  county  of  Burlington,  New 
Jersey,  that  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  or  the  people  called 
Quakers,  arc  an  ancient  and  well  known  sect  or  body  of  christians, 
who  date  their  origin  in  England  in  the  seventeenth  century  under 
the  auspices  and  influence  of  George  Fox.,  who  is^generally  consi- 
dered the  Founder  of  this  reKgious  society.  That  the  Society  of 
Friends,  as  a  christian  sect,  hold  doctrines  in  reference  to  chris-* 
tianity,  which,  like  those  of  other  sects,  are  in  some  measure 
common  to  all  christians,  and  in  other  respects  are  peculiar  to 
themselves.  In  what  among  protcstants  are  commonly  deemed 
the  great  essentials  of  Christianity  the  religious  sentiments  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers,  are  in  accordance 
with  the  doctrines  commonly  entertained  by  the  other  protestant 
sects  of  christians  who  arose  after  the  dawn  of  the  great  protest- 
ant reformation  in  Europe.  That  some  of  these  religious  doc- 
trines still  are  and  always  have  been  by  the  said  religious  Society 
of  Friends,  considered  fundamental. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth,  that  the  said  religious  So- 
ciety of  Friends  are  duly  organized  under  a  certain  regular  form 
of  government  and  rules  of  discipline,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of 


which  new  members  are  admitted  and  offending  members  disowned^ 
and  individuals,  while  they  continue  members  of  said  Society,  are 
guided  and  governed. 

That  in  the  government  of  this  Society,  they  have  a  Yearly 
Meeting,  so  called  from  the  circumstance  of  its  meeting  annually 
at  a  stated  period,  which  Yearly  Meeting  forms  the  tribunal  of 
the  last  resort,  and  presides  over  and  ultimately  reviews  the  pro- 
ceedings of  all  the  other  inferior  meetings.  That  the  religious 
meetings  of  this  Society  are  established  in  a  due  and  regular  sub- 
ordination— the  Preparative  Meetings  are  subordinate  to  the 
^Monthly  Meetings,  the  Monthly  Meetings  to  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ings, and  the  latter  are  subordinate  to  the  said  Yearly  Meeting. 
The  great  and  primary  Yearly  Meeting  of  this  religious  society 
in  England,  where  the  sect  first  arose  as  above  mentioned,  was 
instituted  and  organized  as  early  as  the  year  sixteen  hundred  and 
sixty-nine,  and  it  has  continued  down  from  that  time,  and  is  still 
in  full  operation. 

'  And  your  orator  further  showeth,  that  the  members  of  the  reli- 
gious Society  of  Friends  were  among  the  first  settlers  of  this 
country,  and  were  soon  organized  here  under  the  same  form  of 
government  and  discipline  which  had  protected  and  fostered 
them  in  England,  whence  they  had  emigrated.  Their  first  Yearly 
Meeting  was  held  at  Burlington  in  New  Jersey,  the  third  First- 
day  of  the  Sixth-month,  June,  sixteen  hundred  and  eighty-one, 
O.  S.  for  the  provinces  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey;  that  in 
sixteen  hundred  and  eighty-five,  it  was  agreed  to  be  held  alter- 
nately at  Burlington  and  Philadelphia.  That  in  seventeen  hun- 
dred and  fifty-five,  the  time  of  holding  it  was  changed  to  the 
Ninth-month,  September;  that  in  seventeen  hundred  and  sixty,  it 
was  concluded  to  be  held  at  the  same  time  at  Philadelphia  only; 
and  that  in  seventeen  hundred  and  ninety-eight,  the  time  of  hold- 
ing it  was  altered  to  the  third  Second-day,  or  Monday,  in  the 
Fourth-month,  April,  at  which  time  in  each  and  every  sucfeeding 
year,  it  has  ever  since  continued  to  be  held,  and  still  is  held,  at 
the  said  city  of  Philadelphia,  commencing  yearly  on  the  third 
Monday  of  April,  at  the  hour  of  ten  in  the  forenoon. 

And  your  orator  further  shows,  that  there  has  been  for  many 
years  past,  a  Preparation  [Preparative]  Meeting  of  the  said  So- 
ciety of  Friends  of  Chesterfield,  in  the  said  county  of  Burlington, 
which  holds  its  meetings  at  the  village  of  Crosswicks  in  the  said 
township  of  Chesterfield,  which  meeting  owns  in  fee  simple,  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  among  the  rest  a  lot  of  land  in  the  said 
village  of  Crosswicks,  on  which  a  Friends'  meeting-house  has 
been  erected  for  public  worship,  all  which  real  and  personal  es- 
tate was  held,  and  still  is  held,  in  trust,  for  the  said  religious  So- 
ciety of  Friends.  That  the  said  meeting  at  Crosswicks  is  under 
the  control  and  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  of  Phila- 
delphia— that  a  school  for  the  education  of  the  youth  belonging 
to  the  said  meeting,  was  established  under  the  control  of  the  said 
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Preparative  Meeting  of  ChesterBeld,  the  trustees  thereof  being 
appointed  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting.  That  in  the  year 
seventeen  hundred  and  ninety,  a  sum  of  money  was  raised  by  vo- 
luntary subscription,  by  different  members  of  the  said  meeting, 
which  was  set  apart  as  a  school  fund,  to  be  put  out  at  interest  on 
good  security,  by  the  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  under  the 
direction  of  the  trustees  of  said  school,  chosen  and  to  be  chosen 
by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting: — so  as  best  to  secure  an  inter- 
est or  annuity,  the  said  interest  or  annuity  to  be  applied  to  the 
education  of  such  children  as  then  did  or  should  thereafter  belong 
to  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  whose  parents  were  not  or 
should  not  be  of  ability  to  pay  for  their  education;  and  in  case 
the  whole  or  any  part  thereof,  should  not  be  wanted  for  such  pur- 
pose, then,  in  that  case,  the  said  interest  or  income,  or  such  parta 
thereof  as  should  not  be  so  wanted,  was  to  be  applied  to  such 
other  uses  oC  the  school  or  schools  then  or  thereafter  to  be  erect- 
ed by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  as  the  trustees  or  any  five 
of  them,  should  think  will  best  answer  the  design  of  the  insti- 
tution. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth,  that  in  the  year  eighteen 
hundred  and  twenty-one,  he  was,  and  still  is  the  treasurer  of  the 
said  school  fund,  that  on  the  second  day  of  the  Fourth-month, 
April,  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-one,  as  such  treasurer  as 
aforesaid,  he  loaned  to  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  sum  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  money  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  then  held 
by  your  orator  in  trust  for  the  purposes  above  mentioned,  for 
which  he  was  to  give  your  orator  good  security;  and  thereupon 
the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  executed  and  delivered  to  your 
orator  a  bond,  in  words  or  in  substance  as  follows:  Know  all 
Men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  of  the  town- 
ship of  Chesterfield,  county  of  Burlington,  and  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey, am  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  Joseph  Hendrickson,  trea- 
surer of  the  school  fund  of  Cross  wicks  meeting,  and  to  his  suc- 
cessor, in  the  just  and  full  sum  of  four  thousand  dollars,  current 
money  of  the  United  States,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson, treasurer  as  aforesaid,  or  his  successor,  or  to  his  certain 
attorney,  executor,  administrator,  or  assigns,  to  which  payment 
well  and  truly  to  be  made  and  done,  I  bind  myself,  my  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  every  of  them,  firmly  by  these  pre- 
sents, sealed  with  my  seal.  Dated  this  second  day  of  the  Fourth- 
month,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
twenty-one.  1821. 

The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above 
bounden  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  his  heirs,  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, shall  and  do  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  or  his  successor,  certain  attorney, 
executor,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  just  and  full  sum  of  two 
thousand  dollars;  money  as  aforesaid,  and  that  on  or  before  the 
second  day  of  the  Fourth-month  next  ensuing,  with  interest  at  six 
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per  cent,  for  the  same,  and  that  without  fraud  or  other  delay,' 
then  this  obligation  to  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  otherwise  to  stand 
and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  And  he,  the  said  Thomas 
L.  Shotwell,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  at  the  same  time  executed 
and  delivered  to  your  orator  a  deed  of  mortgage,  in  words  or  in 
substance  as  follows,  viz.  This  Indenture,  made  this  second 
day  of  the  Fourth-month,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one^thousand 
eight  hundred  and  twenty-one,  between  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  of 
the  township  of  Chesterfield,  in  the  county  of  Burlington,  and 
State  of  New  Jersey,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  party  of  the  first 
part,  Joseph  Hendrickson,  treasurer  of  the  school  fund  of  Cross- 
wicks  meeting,  and  to  his  successors,  party  of  the  second  part, 
wltnesseth  that  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  in  consideration  of 
the  debt  or  sum  hereinafter  mentioned  to  be  secured,  and  of  the 
further  sum  of  one  dollar  to  them  in  hand  paid  by  the  said  party 
of  the  second  part,  before  the  sealing  and  delivery  hereof,  the  re- 
ceipt whereof  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  do  hereby  acknow- 
ledge, have  granted,  bargained,  sold,  enfeoffed,  released  and  con- 
firmed, and  by  these  presents  do  grant,  bargain,  sell,  alien,  en- 
feoff, release  and  confirm  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that  messuage,  house  and  farm,  con- 
taining fifty-six  acres  and  fifty-five  hundredths,  more  or  less,  situ- 
ate in  the  township  of  Chesterfield,  and  county  of  3urlington 
aforesaid,  which  I  purchased  of  Robert  Field  and  Hannah  his 
wife,  by  deed  bearing  date  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  the  Sixth- 
month,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
seventeen,  and  is  bounded  as  follows:  Beginning  at  a  stone  in  the 
road  leading  from  Bordentown  to  Crosswicks,  and  is  a  comer  of 
Samuel  Bunting's  land,  and  runs  (l)  south  forty  degrees,  east 
thirteen  chains  and  twenty  links,  (2)  south  sixty-two  degrees  and 
thirty  minutes,  west  nine  chains  and  thirty  links,  (3)  north  thirty- 
eight  degrees  and  forty-five  minutes,  west  nine  chains  and  thirty 
links,  (4)  north  sixty-two  degrees  and  thirty  minutes,  east  twenty 
chains  and  eighty-three  links,  (5)  north  twenty-five  degrees  and 
forty-five  minutes,  west  four  chains  and  forty-two  links,  (6)  nOrth 
one  degree,  east  ten  chains  and  ninety  links,  (7)  north  eighty-six 
degrees,  east  twenty-seven  chains  and  fifty  links,  (8)  south  eight 
degrees,  west  five  chains  and  twenty-eight  links,  (9)  north  eighty- 
three  degrees  and  fifteen  minutes,  west  fifteen  chains  and  seventy 
links.  Together  with  all  and  singular  the  appurtenances  and  the 
reversions,  remainders,  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof.  And 
all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  use,  possession,  property, 
claim  and  demand  of  them  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  of,  in, 
and  to  the  same,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  premises  hereby  granted, 
with  all  and  singular  the  appurtenances  unto  him  the  said  party 
of  the  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Provided  al- 
ways nevertheless,  and  it  is  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these 
presents,  that  if  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell;  one  of  the  party 
aforesaid  of  the  first  part,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators 


do  and  shall  well  and  truly  pay  unto  the  said  Joseph  Hendrick- 
son,  or  his  successor,  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  party  of  the 
second  part,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of 
two  thousand  dollars,  with  interest  thereon  at  six  per  cent,  in  one 
year  from  the*  date  hereof,  as  contained  in  the  condition  of  a 
bond,  bearing  even  date  herewith,  from  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shot- 
well  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  (and  his  successor)  as  trea- 
surer of  the  school  fund  of  Crosswicks  meeting  aforesaid,  in  the 
penal  sum  of  four  thousand  dollars,  as  by  reference  to  the  same 
Vill  appear:  then  and  from  thenceforth,  as  well  the  said  obliga- 
tion, as  also  these  presents,  and  every  thing  herein  contained, 
shall  cease  and  become  null  and  void,  any  thing  herein  contained 
to  the  contrary  in  any  wise  notwithstanding,  but  on  failure  thereof 
to  be  and  remain  in  full  force.  In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Tho- 
mas L.  Shotwcll  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  have  to  these  presents 
set  their  hands  and  seals,  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 
Which  said  mortgage  was,  by  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell  and 
Elizabeth  his  wife,  acknowledged  in  due  form,  on  the  day  of  its 
date,  before  Thomas  Talman,  Esquire,  and  so  as  to  pass  her  se- 
parate interest  therein,  all  which,  by  the  said  bond  and  mortgage 
and  the  certificates  endorsed  thereon,  reference  being  thereunto 
had,  will  fully  appear. 

And  your  orator  further  shows,  that  the  interest  accruing  upon 
the  said  mortgage,  has  been  duly  paid  by  the  said  Thomas  L. 
Shotwell  to  your  orator,  up  to  the  spring  of  eighteen  hundred 
and  twenty-seven,  and  the  same  when  paid  has  been  appropriated 
by  your  orator  to  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  trust,  but  all 
the  principal,  and  the  remaining  interest,  is  still  in  arrear  and 
unpaid. 

Under  these  circumstances,  your  orator  well  hoped  that  the 
said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell  would  have  paid  to  your  orator  the  ar- 
rears due  upon  the  said  mortgage,  as  your  orator  in  a  friendly 
manner  has  often  requested  him  to  do,  and  as  inequity  and  good 
conscience  he  ought  to  have  done. 

But  now  so  it  is,  may  it  please  your  Excellency,  the  said  Tho- 
mas L.  Shotwell  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  combining  and  confeder- 
ating with  others,  to  your  orator  unknown,  whose  names  when 
discovered,  he  prays  may  be  inserted  herein,  with  apt  words  to 
charge  them  as  parties  defendants  hereto,  contriving  how  to  ag- 
grieve and  injure  your  orator  in  the  premises;  they  sometimes 
pretend  that  your  orator  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  moneys  due 
and  in  arrear  on  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  he  the  said  Tho- 
mas refuses  to  pay  the  same  to  your  orator,  being  such  treasurer 
as  aforesaid,  which  pretensions  arc  altogether  unfounded  and 
erroneous,  and  ought  not  to  prevail  against  the  claims  of  your 
orator. 

And  in  order  more  fully  to  expose  and  confute  the  unfounded 
pretensions  of  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwcll  and  his  confederates, 
your  orator  further  shows,   and  charges  that  there  has  been  for 
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several  years  past  a  dispute  and  controversy  in  the  Society  of 
Friends,  which  divided  them  into  two  parties,  the  one  generally 
called  and  known  by  the  name  o[  the  Hicksites,  the  other  by  the 
name  of  the  Orthodox  party;  the  Hicksite  party  derived  their 
name  from  Elias  Hicks,  who  is  their  leader,  and  first  broached 
among  them,  the  peculiar  doctrines  and  tenets  by  which  that 
party  is  distinguished.  The  said  Hicksite  party  and  Orthodox 
party,  differ  essentially  from  each  other  in  religious  doctrine; 
and  the  Hicksite  party  have  materially  departed,  as  hereinafter 
shown,  from  the  regulai*  discipline  and  government  of  the  Socie^^ 
of  Friends. 

And  your  orator  further  charges  and  shows,  that  the  following 
religious  doctrines  have  always  been  held  and  maintained  by  the 
Society  of  Friends,  or  people  commonly  called  Quakers. 

In  the  first  place,  although  the  Society  of  Friends  have  seldom 
made  use  of  the  word  Trinity,  yet  they  believe  in  the  existence 
of  the  Father,  the  Son,  or  word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit*  That  the 
Son  was  God  and  became  flesh;  that  there  is  one  God  and  Father 
of  whom  are  all  things;  that  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by 
whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father 
before  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed,  for  ever; 
that  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the 
Son,  and  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people, 
and  that  these  three  are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the 
Spirit. 

That  the  principal  difference  between  the  people  called  Qua- 
kers, and  other  protestant  trinitarian  sects  in  regard  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity,  is  that  the  latter  attach  the  idea  of  individual 
personage  to  the  three,  as  what  they  consider  a  fair  logical  infer- 
ence from  the  doctrines  expressly  laid  down  in  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures. The  people  called  Quakers,  on  the  other  hand,  consider- 
ing it  a  mystery  beyond  finite,  human  conception,  take  up  the 
doctrine  as  expressly  laid  down  in  the  Scripture,  and  have  not 
considered  themselves  warranted  in  making  deductions  however 
specious. 

In  the  second  place,  the  people  called  Quakers  have  always  be- 
lieved in  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement;  that  the  divine  and  human 
nature  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Saviour  were  united;  that  thus  united, 
he  suffered,  arid  that  through  his  sufferings,  death  and  resurrec- 
tion, he  atoned  for  the  sins  of  men. 

That  the  Son  «f  God,  in  the  fulness  of  time  took  flesh,  became 
perfect  man,  accoraing  to  the  flesh,  descended  and  came  of  the 
seed  of  Abraham  and  Dayid,  that  being  with  God  from  all  eter- 
nity, being  himself  God,  and  also  in  time  partaking  of  the  nature 
of  man,  through  him  is  the  goodness  and  love  of  God  conveyed 
to  mankind,  and  that  by  him  again  man  receiveth  and  partaketh 
of  these  mercies.  That  Christ  took  upon  him  the  seed  of  Abra- 
ham, and  his  holy  body  and  blood  was  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice 
for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. 
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In  the  third  place,  the  people  called  Quakers  believe  that  the 
Scriptures  are  given  by  inspiration,  and  when  rightly  interpreted 
are  unerring  guides;  and  to  use  the  language  adopted  by  thenii 
they  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith  which  is 
in  Christ  Jesus.  They  believe  that  the  spirit  still  operates  upon 
the  souls  of  men,  and  when  it  does  really. and  truly  so  operate,  it 
furnishes  the  primary  rule  of  faith.  That  the  Scriptures  proceed- 
ing from  it,  ihust  be  secondary  in  reference  to  this  primary 
source,  whence  they  proceed;  but  inasmuch  as  the  dictates  of  the 
spirit  are  always  true  and  uniform,  all  ideas  and  views  which  any 
person  may  entertain  repugnant  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Scriptures 
(which  are  unerring)  must  proceed  from  false  lights. 

That  such  are  the  doctrines  entertained  and  adopted  by  the  an- 
cient Society  of  Friends,  and  that  the  same  doctrines  are  still  en- 
tertained by  the  Orthodox  party  aforesaid,  to  which  party  your 
orator  belongs.  That  these  doctrines  are  with  the  said  religious 
society,  fundamental,  and  any  individual,  entertaining  sentiments 
and  opinions  contrary  to  all  or  any  of  the  above  mentioned  doc- 
trines, is  held  not  to  be  in  the  same  faith  with  the  Society  of 
Friends  or  people  called  Quakers,  and  is  treated  accordingly. 

And  your  orator  further  charges  and  shows,  that  the  Hicksite 
party  aioresaid,  do  not  adopt  and  believe  in  the  above  mentioned 
doctrines,  but  entertain  opinions  entirely  and  absolutely  repug- 
nant and  contrary  thereto.  In  regard  to  the  first  religious  doc- 
trine above  named,  the  Hicksite  party  aforesaid,  believe  that  Je- 
sus Christ  was  a  mere  man,  divinely  inspired,  partaking  more 
largely  of  divine  inspiration  than  other  men,  but  that  others,  by 
resorting  to  the  same  means,  and  using  the  same  exertions,  may 
receive  the  same  portion  or  measure  of  divine  inspiration.  That 
Jesus  Christ,  as  well  as  the  apostles  and  prophets,  never  has  been 
and  never  can  be  set  above  other  men;  and  though  of  late,  the 
said  Hicksite  party  sometimes  ascribe  divinity  to  Jesus  Christ, 
yet  they  do  it  only  in  a  figurative  sense,  from  the  circumstance 
of  his  partaking  more  largely  than  other  men  of  divine  inspira- 
tion. In  every  other  respect  they  consider  him  a  mere  man.  They 
do  not  believe  that  he  partakes  of  the  divine  as  well  as  human 
nature,  that  he  is  of  one  and  the  same  essence  with  God,  with 
that  Supreme  and  Omnipotent  Being  who  presides  over  and  gov- 
erns the  universe. 

In  respect  to  the  second  religious  doctrine  above  mentioned, 
the  Hicksite  party  deny  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement  above  set 
forth,  and  they  contend  and  believe  that  man  may  have  access  to 
his  God  without  any  mediator.  They  contend  that  the  cruci- 
fixion and  sufferings  of  Christ,  if  an  atonement  at  all,  were  an 
atonement  only  for  the  legal  sins  of  the  Jews. 

In  respect  to  the  third  doctrine  above  mentioned,  the  Hicksite 
party  deny  the  certainty  and  divine  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures, and  hold  that  they  contain  doctrines  and  injunctions  which 
are  incorrect,  and  that  they  are  a  mere  shadow. 
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That  these  discrepancies  in  religious  doctrines,  as  above  men- 
tioned, between  the  Hicksite  and  the  Orthodox  parties,  are  ra- 
dical, and  all  important  in  the  opinion  of  your  orator  and  his 
party,  in  reference  to  the  principles  and  tenets  of  religion,  as  held 
by  the  ancient  fathers  of  this  religious  society.  The  Orthodox 
party  believing,  as  they  firmly  do,  that  the  doctrines  entertained 
by  the  Hicksite  party,  strike  at  the  foundation  and  main  pillars 
of  the  christian  system;  that  in  consequence  of  these  differences 
in  doctrine,  the  Hicksite  party  are  not  in  the  same  faith  with 
them  and  the  ancient  religious  Society  of  Friends. 

And  your  orator  further  charges  and  shows,  that  during  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  held  in  Philadelphia 
in  the  spring  of  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-seven,  commencing 
on  the  third  Monday  of  April  as  above  mentioned,  at  the  hour  of 
ten  in  the  morning,  according  to  the  constitution  and  rules  of  the 
society,  the  Hicksite  party  held  several  private  irregular  meet- 
ings, at  which  no  one  attended  or  was  invited  to  attend,  except 
their  own  party,  in  which,  after  adverting  to  the  irreconcilable 
differenjce  in  opinion  and  doctrine  between  the  two  parties,  and 
adverting  to  some  confusion  and  disorder  which  they  themselves 
had  occasioned  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  but  which  they  impro- 
perly ascribe  to  the  Orthodox  party,  they  stated,  that  the  period 
had  fully  come  in  which  they  ought  to  look  towards  making  a 
quiet  retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,  alluding  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting  aforesaid,  and  they  therefore  recommended  to  the  mem- 
bers of  their  party,  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentous  subject,  and 
to  adopt  such  a  course  as  truth,  under  a  solid  and  solemn  delibera- 
tion should  point  to— that  at  this  sitting,  in  the  spring  of  eighteen 
hundred  and  twenty-seven,  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  regularly 
closed  its  business,  and  adjourned  to  meet  again  the  next  year,  at 
the  usual  time  specified  in  its  constitution,  viz.  on  the  third  Mon- 
day of  April,  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-eight. 

And  your  orator  further  charges  and  shows,  that  in  June, 
eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-seven,  the  said  Hicksite  party,  pur- 
suant to  the  determination  formed  by  them  at  their  irregular 
private  meetings,  hpld  during  the  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting 
as  aforesaid,  held  another  private  meeting  of  their  own,  none  but 
their  own  party  being  invited  to  attend,  at  which  they  resolved 
upon,  and  prepared  an  address,  for  the  members  of  their  own 
party,  proposing  for  the  consideration  of  their  own  party,  the 
propriety  and  expediency  of  holding  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Friends 
m  unity  with  themselves,  and  they  recommend  to  the  Quarterly 
and  Monthly  meetings,  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  to  appoint 
representatives  to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on. the  third  Monday  of 
October,  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty-seven,  with  other  mem- 
bers favourable  to  their  views,  there  to  hold  a  Yearly  Meeting; 
that  some  of  the  members  of  a  number  of  Quarterly  and  Monthly 
Meetings,  which  were  under  the  control  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
regular  and  constitutional  Yearly  Meeting  at  Philadelphia  aforc- 


taid,  which  members  belon^d  to  the  said  Hicksite  party,  ac- 
cordingly met  at  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  in  October 
aforesaid,  and  then  and  there,  irregularly  and  contrary  to  the  dis- 
cipline, constitution,  and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
formed  a  New  Yearly  Meeting  of  their  own,  which  was  adjourned 
by  them  to  the  second  Monday  of  April,  eighteen  hundred  and 
twenty-eight,  just  one  week  before  the  time  for  the  sitting  of  the 
regular  constitutional  Yearly  Meeting  as  aforesaid;  that  on  the 
second  Monday  of  April  last  past,  the  Hicksite  party  held  their 
new  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the  Orthodox  party  held  the  regular 
ancient  Yearly  Meeting  on  the  Monday  following,  pursuant  to 
the  adjournment  of  the  previous  year;  that  the  regular  and  an- 
cient Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  which  is  now  continued  and  held 
by  the  Orthodox  party  as  aforesaid,  always  has  been,  and  still  is 
recognised  by  the  ancient  and  primary  Yearly  Meeting  of  Lon- 
don aforesaid,  as  a  regular  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  is  in  regular  correspondence  and  fellowship  with 
them,  whereas  the  new  Yearly  Meeting,  formed  by  the  Hicksite 
party  as  aforesaid,  is  not  recognised  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
London  as  aforesaid,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  holds  no  intercourse  or  correspondence  with  them. 

Thus  the  Hicksite  and  Orthodox  parties  aforesaid,  are  com- 
pletely and  absolutely  divided  and  separated,  not  only  in  regard 
to  fundamental  religious  doctrines,  but  also  in  government  and  in 
fact,  as  well  as  in  religious  belief.  They  no  longer  form  two 
parties  of  the  same  religious  society,  but  they  now  form  two  se- 
parate, distinct  religious  societies  and  communities.  The  schism 
is  complete.  The  Hicksite  party  aforesaid,  have  seceded  not 
only  from  the  faith,  but  from  the  religious  institutions  and  go- 
vernment of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  the  ancient  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Philadelphia  being  continued  by  the  Orthodox  party 
aforesaid,  they  are  identified  with  them  in  regular  and  due  suc- 
cession. 

And  your  orator  further  charges  and  shows,  that  these  reli- 
gious dissentions  and  divisions  aforesaid,  exist  in  the  Preparative, 
Monthly,  and  Quarterly  Meetings  at  Crosswicks  aforesaid.  That 
the  Hicksite  party  and  the  Orthodox  party  aforesaid,  there  hold 
separate  and  distinct  meetings  for  business  and  worship,  the  for- 
mer being  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  new  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia  aforesaid,  to  which  they  have  attached 
themselves,  having  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the 
ancient  Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  the  latter  being  under  the  juris- 
diction and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia 
above  mentioned,  now  held  and  formed  by  the  Orthodox  party  as 
aforesaid,  and  which  still  continues  to  hold  its  annual  meetings  on 
the  third  Monday  of  April,  the  regular  constitutional  period  as 
aforesaid,  which  Yearly  Meeting  disowns  and  does  not  recognise 
the  said  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  held  by  the  Hicksite 
party  aforesaid. 
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Under  these  circumstances,  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotweli  some- 
times pretends  that  he  has  a  right  in  equity  and  good  conscience 
to  hold  the  said  mortgage  debt,  as  a  fund  under  the  control  of  the 
Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks  aforesaid,  composed  of  the 
party  called  the  Hicksite  party  aforesaid,  and  to  withhold  the 
same  from  your  orator,  the  contrary  whereof  your  orator  charges 
to  be  true.  And  your  orator  further  charges  and  insists  that  the 
said  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  composed  of  the  Hicks* 
ite  party  aforesaid,  having  adopted  opinions  absolutely  repugnant 
to  the  fundamental  religious  faith  and  doctrines  of  the  ancient 
Society  of  Friends,  and  more  especially  having  joined  themselves 
to  the  new  Yearly  Meeting,  thus  irregularly  and  unconstitution- 
ally formed  as  above  mentioned,  contrary  to  the  established  disci- 
pline and  goviernment  of  the  ancient  religious  Society  of  Friends, 
and  having  themselves  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of 
the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  aforesaid,  and  being 
disowned  by  them,  the  said  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks 
is  not  of,  and  does  not  belong  to  the  ancient  and  established  reli- 
gious Society  of  Friends  or  people  called  Quakers,  and  is  not  iden- 
tified with  the  Preparation  LPreparative]  Meeting  of  Chesterfield 
aforesaid,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  school  fund  aforesaid 
was  created,  and  when  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  were  executed 
to  your  orator;  on  the  contrary,  the  Preparative  Meeting  at  Cross- 
wicks, composed  of  the  Orthodox  party  as  aforesaid,  and  to  which 
your  orator  belongs,  still  adhering  as  above  shown,  to  the  faith  of 
their  fathers,  and  still  continuing  under  the  jurisdiction  and  con- 
trol of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  are'  identified 
in  regular  succession  and  continuances  with  the  old  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  said 
school  fund  was  created,  and  said  bond  and  mortgage  were  given, 
and  are  entitled  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  property  held  in  trust  as 
aforesaid  for  the  Meeting  of  ChesterHeld,  and  to  the  control  of 
the  said  school  fund.  All  which  actings  and  doings  and  preten- 
ces of  the  said  confederates,  are  contrary  to  equity  and  good  con- 
science, and  tend  to  the  manifest  wrong  and  injury  of  your  orator. 

In  tender  consideration  whereof,  and  for  as  much  as  your  ora- 
tor is  remediless  in  the  premises  at  common  law,  and  can  only 
get  complete  relief  in  this  high  and  honourable  court,  where  mat- 
ters of  this  nature  are  properly  discovered  and  relieved  against. 

To  the  end  therefore,  that  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotweli  and 
Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  their  confederates,  when  discovered,  may 
full,  true  and  perfect  answer  make  to  all  and  singular,  the  premises, 
paragraph  by  paragraph,  as  fully  as  if  the  same  were  herein  again 
repeated,  and  they  were  thereto  particularly  interrogated  with  all 
attendant  circumstances  and  incidental  transactions.  And  that 
he  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotweli,  may  be  decreed  to  account  with 
your  orator  for  the  principal  and  interest  due  him  as  aforesaid, 
on  his  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  to  pay  him,  what  upon  such 
accounting,  shall  be  found  due,  by  a  short  day  to  be  appointed  by 
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this  honourable  court,  and  in  default  thereof,  that  the  said  Tho- 
mas L.  Shotwell  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  all  claiming  under 
them,  be  for  ever  barred  and  foreclosed,  from  all  right  and  equity 
of  redemption,  in  and  to  the  said  mortgaged  premises.  Or,  if  it 
appear  to  your  Excellency  more  equitable  and  just,  that  the  said 
mortgaged  premises  be  decreed  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  your  orator,  of  the  said 
mortgaged  debt.  And  that  your  orator  may  have  such  further 
and  other  relief  in  the  premises,  as  the  nature  of  his  case  may  re- 
quire, and  to  your  Excellency  shall  seem  meet.  May  it  please 
your  Excellency,  the  premises  considered,  to  grant  to  your  orator 
the  writ  of  subpoena  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey^  issuing  out  of, 
and  under  the  seal  of  this  honourable  court,  to  the  said  Thomas 
L.  Shotwell,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  to  be  directed,  commanding 
them  at  a  certain  day,  and  upon  a  certain  pain  therein  to  be  insert- 
ed, personally  to  be  and  appear  before  your  Excellency,  in  this 
honourable  court,  then  and  there  to  answer  the  premises,  and  to 
stand,  to  abide,  and  perform,  such  order  and  decree  therein,  as  to 
your  Excellency  shall  seem  agreeable  to  equity  and  good  con- 
science, and  your  orator  shall  ever  pray,  &c. 

G.  Wood,  Solicitor^  and  of  (Umnael 

with  the  Complainant. 
A  true  Copy.— John  Wilson,  Clerk. 


In  Chancery f  New  Jersey. 

* 
Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  Complt. 

and 

.  „  ,  >      BILL  OF  INTERPLEADER. 

Joseph  Hendriokson  and 
Stact  Deoou,  Defts. 

G.  D.  Wall,  Solicitor. 


To  Isaac  H.  Williamson^  Governor  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey^  and 

Chancellor  and  ordinary  in  the  same: 

Humbly  complaining,  showeth  unto  your  Excellency,  your  ora- 
tor, Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  of  the  township  of  Chesterfield,  in  the 
county  of  Burlington  and  State  of  New  Jersey — That  in  the  year 
1792,  certain  persons,  styling  themselves  members  of  the  Prepara- 
tive Meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  in  the 
township  of  Chesterfield,  in  the  county  of  Burlington,  and  Slate  of 
New  Jersey,  promised  to  pay  on  demand,  and  in  specie,  at  the  rate 
that  it  then  passed,  unto  Samuel  Middleton,  then  treasurer  of  the 


.'•' 


12 

school  at  CrosBwicks  aforesaid,  begun  and  set  up  by  and  under  the 
care  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks  afore- 
said, on  the  27th  day  of  Twelfth-month,  in  the  year  aforesaidt  or 
to  his  successor  or  successors  in  office,  the  sum  of  money  by  then& 
severally  written  against  their  names,  with  interest  therefor,  at  the 
rate  of  five  per  cent.;  the  principal  whereof,  so  subscribed,  to  be 
and  remain  a  permanent  fund,  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees 
of  the  said  school,  then  or  thereafter  to  be  chosen  by  the  said  Pre- 
parative Meeting,  and  by  them  laid  out  or  lent  on  interest  in  such 
manner  as  they  shall  judge  will  best  secure  an  interest  or  annuity 
to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  such  children  as  then  did  or 
should  thereafter  belong  to  the  same  Preparative  Meeting,  whose 
parents  are  not  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  for  their  education;  and 
in  case  the  whole  or  any  part  thereof  should  not  be  wanted  for 
such  purpose,  then,  and  in  that  case,  the  said  interest  or  income^ 
or  such  part  thereof  as  should  not  be  so  wanted,  to  be  applied  to 
such  other  uses  of  the  said  school  or  schools,  then  or  thereafter 
to  be  erected  by  the  said  meeting,  as  the  said  trustees,  then  or 
thereafter  to  be  appointed,  or  a  majority,  to  consist  of  not  less 
than  five  of  them,  shall  think  will  best  answer  the  designs  of  the 
institution*— as  by  the  original  subscription,  to  which  when  pro- 
duced your  orator  begs  leave  for  greater  certainty  to  refer,  will 
more  fully  and  at  large  appear. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth,  that  under  the  said  subscrip- 
tion, there  was  raised  in  the  year  1792,  the  sum  of  three  hundred 
and  six  pounds  five  shillings  and  ten  pence,  and  under  a  subscrip- 
tion of  like  import  and  for  the  like  purpose,  in  the  year  1795, 
there  was  raised  the  further  sum  of  two  hundred  and  nineteen 
pounds  two  shillings  and  six  pence,  which  together  with  the  sum 
of  fifty-four  pounds  eighteen  shillings  and  foyr  pence  farthing, 
contributed  by  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  being  the 
quota  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  stock,  amounted  to  five  hundred 
and  eighty  pounds  six  shillings  and  eight  pence  farthing;  and 
the  said  fund  continued  as  a  permanent  fund,  under  the  direction  ' 
of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school,  chosen  from  time  to  time  by 
the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  by  them  laid  out  or  lent  on  in- 
terest, as  they  judged  would  best  secure  an  interest,  until  the  year 
1821. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth,  that  the  said  Samuel  Middle- 
ton  continued  the  treasurer  of  the  said  fund  until  the  year  1812, 
when  Joshua  W.  Satterlhwait  was  appointed  by  the  said  Chester- 
field Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  to  succeed  him — and  the 
said  Joshua  W.  Satterthwait  continued  treasurer  until  Tenth- 
month,  1816,  when  Joseph  Hendrickson  was  appointed  by  the 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  to  succeed  him. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth,  that  having  occasion,  in  the 
year  1821,  for  the  loan  of  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  he  ap- 
plied to  the  persons  then  acting  as  and  being  trustees  of  the  said 
school  fund,  to  borrow  that  sum,  and  they  agreed  to  loan  him  the 


nine  out  of  the  laid  fund,  and  to  secure  the  same  he  in&de  and 
executed  to  one  Joseph  Hendrickson,  then  acting  as  treasurer  of 
ihe  school  fund  of  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  at  Cross- 
wicks,  by  the  name  of  Joseph  Hendrickson,  treasurer  of  the 
school  fund  of  Crosswioks  Meeting,  his  hond  or  obligation,  bear- 
ing date  the  2d  day  of  Fourth-month,  in  the  year  1821,  in  the  pe- 
nal sum  of  four  thousand  dollars,  current  money  of  the  United 
States,  with  a  condition  thereunder  written,  well  and  truly  to  pay, 
or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  or  his  suc- 
cessor, his  certain  attorney,  executor,  administrator,  or  assigns, 
the  just  and  full  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  money  as  aforesaid, 
on  or  befoi-e  the  2d  day  of  Fourth-month,  ihcn  next  ensuing,  with 
interest  at  six  per  cent,  for  the  same,  as  by  the  said  hond,  now  in 
the  possession  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  to  which 
when  produced  your  orator  for  greater  certainty  begs  leave  to 
refer,  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear.  And  for  the  hctler 
securing  ihe  payment  of  the  same,  your  orator,  together  with 
Elizabeth  his  wife,  made  and  executed  a  deed  of  mortgage  bear- 
ing date  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and  therein  and  thereby  did 
in  consideration  of  the  said  debt  or  sum  to  be  secured,  and  of  the 
further  sum  of  one  dollar  to  them  in  hand  paid,  and  the  receipt 
whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  alien, 
enfeotr,  release  and  confirm,  unto  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson, 
treasurer  of  the  school  fund  of  Crosswicks  Meeting,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  all  that  messuage,  house  and  farm,  containing  fifty-six 
acres  and  fifty-five  hundredths,  more  or  less,  situate  in  the  town- 
ship of  Chesterfield,  and  county  of  Burlington  aforesaid,  which 
your  orator  purchased  of  Robert  Field  and  Hannah  his  wife,  by 
deed  bearing  date  the  38th  day  of  Sixth-month,  1817,  and  is 
bounded  as  follows:  Beginning  at  a  stone  in  the  road  leading  from 
Bordentown  to  Crosswicks,  and  is  a  corner  of  Samuel  Bunting's 
land,  and  runs  (i)  south  forty  degrees,  east  thirteen  chains  and 
twenty  links,  (2)  south  sixty-two  degrees  and  thirty  minutes, 
west  nine  chains  and  thirty  links,  {3)  north  thirty-eight  degrees 
and  foriy-five  minutes,  west  nine  chains  and  thirty  links,  (4)  north 
sixty-two  degrees  and  thirty  minutes,  east  twenty  chains  and 
eighty-three  links,  (5)  north  twenty-five  degrees  and  forty-five 
minutes,  west  four  chains  and  forty-two  links,  (6)  north  or 
gree,  east  ten  chains  and  ninety  links,  (7)  north  eighty-six  degreei^.^ 
east  twenty-seven  chains  and  fifty  links,  (8)  south  eight  degree^l 
west  five  chains  and  twenly-eighi  links,  (9)  north  eighty-three^ 
degrees  and  fifteen  minutes,  westfifieen  chains  and  seventy  links. 
Together  with  all  and  singular  the  appurtenances,  and  the  rever- 
sions, remainders,  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof;  and  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  interest,  use,  possession,  property,  claim  and 
demand  of  your  orator,  and  his  said  wife,  of,  in,  and  to  the  same, 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  premises,  with  all  and  singular  the 
appurtenances  unto  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  his  heirs  and 
uiigns  for  ever:  Subject  to  a  proviso  or  condition  of  redemption, 
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that  if  your  orator^  his  heirs,  executors  or  administratol-s  did,  and 
should  well  and  truly  pay  unto  the  said  Joseph  Hendricksonor  hi^ 
successors,  treasurer  of  the  school  fund  aforesaid,  his  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  the  said  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars, 
with  interest  thereon  at  six  per  cent,  in  one  year  from  the  date 
thereof,  as  mentioned  in  the  condition  of  the  before  mentioned 
bond,  then  as  well  the  said  obligation  as  the  said  mortgage  deed 
should  cease  and  become  void,  which  said  mortgage  was  by  your 
orator,  and  the  said  Elizabeth  his  wife,  on  the  day  of  the  date 
thereof,  duly  acknowledged  so  as  to  pass  her  interest  therein,' be* 
fore  Thomas  Talman,  Esq.  as  by  the  said  mortgage,  reference 
being  thereunto  had,  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear. 

And  your  orator  expressly  charges  that  the  association  styled 
or  called  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at 
Crosswicks,  and  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  at  Cross- 
wicks,  and  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks, 
are  one  and  the  same  association,  and  not  other  or  divers,  and  that 
the  money  so  loaned  to  your  orator,  and  secured  by  the  said  bond 
and  mortgage,  was  not  the  proper  moneys  of  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson,  but  was  part  of  the  permanent  fund  so  created;  and 
under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school,  chosen  by 
the  said  Preparative  Meeting.  And  your  orator  further  saith  that 
the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  from 
time  to  time  chose  trustees  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  that  on 
the  31st  day  of  First-month,  1828,  certain  persons  alleging  them- 
selves to  be  the  trustees  of  Friends'  school  of  Chesterfield  esta- 
blished at  Crosswicks,  made  a  report  of  that  date,  to  certain  per- 
sons claiming  to  be  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of 
Friends  at  Crosswicks,  in  the  township  of  Chesterfield,  in  the  county 
of  Burlington  aforesaid,  at  the  usual  time  and  place  of  meeting, 
that  having  called  on  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  the  said  trea- 
surer of  the  said  school  fund,  agreeably  to  the  usage  which  had  been 
long  established  and  was  annually  practised  by  the  trustees  under 
the  authority  and  by  the  direction  of  the  Preparative  Meeting, 
and  requested  a  settlement  with  him  on  said  accounts,  which  he 
refused— the  said  Preparative  Meeting  on  that  day  made  a  minute 
as  follows:  •*This  Meeting  being  now  informed  by  the  trustees 
who  have  the  immediate  care  and  trust  of  the  school  fund  belong- 
ing to  this  Meeting,  that  the  person  who  was  some  time  since 
appointed  treasurer  thereof,  refuses  to  settle  the  account  of  the 
said  fund  with  them:  this  Meeting,  therefore,  now  think  it  best 
to  appoint  a  friend  to  succeed  him  as  treasurer  of  the  said  fund, 
and  Stacy  Decou  being  now  named  to  that  service,  and  united 
with  by  this  meeting,  is  appointed  accordingly — and  he  is  re- 
quested to  call  on  Joseph  Hendrickson  for  the  books,  obligations, 
and  all  such  other  papers  as  he  may  have  in  his  possession  rela- 
tive thereto,  as  also  for  the  funds  now  in  his  hands.  The  clerk  is 
directed  to  furnish  him  with  a  copy  of  this  minute."  And  the 
said  persons  so  claiming  to  be  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meet- 
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ing  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  at  their  subsequent  meeting,  held 
at  their  usual  place  of  meeting,  to  wit,  at  Crosswicks,  on  the 
28th  day  of  Second-month,  in  the  same  year,  made  the  following 
minute:  *'  Stacy  Decou  now  informs,  that  he  has  called  on  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  our  late  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  for  the  books, 
obligations,  and  such  other  papers  belonging  thereto,  and  also 
for  such  of  the  money  now  in  his  hands,  who  refuses  to  give 
them  up:"  as  by  the  said  minutes,  reference  being  thereunto  had^ 
will  more  fully  appear. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth  that  the  said  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  claim  to  be  at  least  two-thirds 
of  the  original  subscribers  and  contributors  to  the  said  school 
fund  and  of  their  lawful  representatives,  and  a  lawful  majority  of 
the  regular  and  lawful  members  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of 
the  Society  of  Triends  or  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks, 
in  the  township  of  Chesterfield  aforesaid,  and  to  have  the  lawful 
right  to  appoint  the  trustees  and  treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  and 
to  have  the  lawful  right  to  the  care  and  disposition  thereof,  and 
have  served  your  orator  with  a  copy  of  the  said  respective  mi- 
nutes, herein  before  set  forth,  and  the  said  Stacy  Decou,  as  the 
treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund  and  the  successor  of  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson,  regularly  and  lawfully  appointed  for  that 
purpose,  hath  claimed,  and  still  doth  claim  of  your  orator  the 
said  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars  so  as  aforesaid  loaned  to  your 
orator  and  secured  by  said  bond  and  mortgage,  with  the  interest 
accruing  thereon  from  the  2nd  day  of  Fourth-month,  1827,  and 
hath  forbidden  your  orator,  and  warned  him  not  to  pay  the  same 
to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  alleging  that  he,  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  is  no  longer  the  treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  and  has 
no  right  to  receive  the  same. 

And  your  orator  further  showeth  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
bond  and  mortgage  so  made  by  him  as  aforesaid,  to  secure  the 
said  loan  of  two  thousand  dollars,  which  was  part  of  the  said 
school  fund  as  aforesaid,  and  was  not  the  private  and  separate 
property  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  your  orator  hath  duly 
paid  the  interest  thereon  accruing,  up  to  the  2d  day  of  Fourth- 
month,  1827.  And  your  orator  has  always  been  ready  and  de- 
sirous to  pay  the  said  interest  subsequently  accruing,  and  the 
principal  sum  if  required,  to  the  person  or  persons  duly  entitled 
to  receive  the  same,  and  he  hoped  he  should  have  been  able  so  to 
have  paid  the  said  principal  and  interest,  that  no  dispute  could 
have  arisen  concerning  the  same,  or  at  least  that  no  suit  would 
have  been  commenced  against  your  orator  in  respect  of  the  said 
bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  sum  thereby  secured,  and  that  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou  would  have  settled 
between  themselves  their  differences,  with  respect  to  their  right 
to  receive  the  same*  But  now  so  it  is,  may  it  please  the  Chan- 
cellor, the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  respec- 
tively claim  to  be  the  lawful  and  regular  treasurer  of  the  said 
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school  fund  of  the  Croaswicks  Meeting  aforesaid,  and  to  be  law- 
fully entitled  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  to  receive  the 
money  due  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  Joseph  Hendrick- 
son  as  the  regular  and  lawful  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  hath  lately 
filed  his  bill  in  this  court  against  your  orator  and  his  wife  Eliza* 
beth,  and  therein  prayed  that  your  orator  may  be  decreed  to  ac- 
count with  him  for  the  principal  and  interest  due  as  aforesaid,  on 
the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  t6  pay  him  what  upon  such 
accounting  shall  be  found  due,  by  a  short  day  to  be  appointed  by 
this  court,  and  in  default  thereof,  that  your  orator  and  Elizabeth 
his  wife,  and  all  claiming  under  them,  be  for  ever  barred  and  fore- 
closed from  all  right  and  equity  of  redemption,  in  and  to  the 
premises,  or  if  it  appear  to  the  Chancellor  more  equitable  and 
just,  that  the  said  mortgaged  premises  be  decreed  to  be  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  thereof  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  of  the  said  mortgaged  debt— and  that  he 
may  have  such  further  and  other  relief  in  the  premises  as  the  nature 
of  his  case  might  require,  and  to  the  Chancellor  shall  seem  meet. 
And  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  therein  pretends,  among  other 
things,  that  there  has  been  for  several  years  past,  a  dispute  and 
controversy  in  the  Society  of  Friends  which  divided  them  into 
two  parties,  the  one  generally  called  and  known  by  the  name  of 
the  Hicksites,  the  other  by  the  name  of  the  Orthodox  party,  that 
they  differ  essentially  from  each  other  in  religious  doctrine,  and 
the  Hicksite  party  have  materially  departed  from  the  regular  dis- 
cipline and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends — and  that  the 
following  religious  doctrines  have  always  been  held  and  main- 
tained by  the  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  commonly  called 
Quakers,  to  wit: 

In  the  first  place,  that  although  the  Society  of  Friends  have  sel- 
dom made  use  of  the  word  Trinity,  they  believe  in  the  existence  of 
the  Father,  the  Son,  or  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit.  That  the  Son 
was  God,  and  became  flesh,  that  there  is  one  God  and  Father,  of 
whom  are  all  things.  That  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by 
whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father 
before  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all  blessed  for  ever. 
That  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the 
Son  and  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  and 
that  these  three  are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit. 
That  the  principal  difference  between  them  and  the  other  Protest- 
ant Trinitarian  sects,  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  is 
that  the  latter  attach  the  idea  of  individual  personage  to  the  three, 
as  what  they  consider  a  fair  logical  inference  from  the  doctrine 
expressly  laid  down  in  the  Holy  Scriptures.  The  people  called 
Quakers,  on  the  other  hand,  considering  it  a  mystery  beyond 
finite  human  conception,  take  up  the  doctrine  as  expressly  laid 
down  in  the  Scriptures,  and  have  not  considered  themselves  war- 
ranted in  making  deductions,  however  specious. 

In  the  second  place,  the  people  called  Quakers  have  always 
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believed  in  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement.  That  the  divine  and 
human  nature  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Saviour  were  united,  that  thus 
united,  he  suffered,  and  that  through  his  sufferings,  death  and 
resurrection,  he  atoned  for  the  sins  of  men.  That  the  Son  of  God 
in  the  fulness  of  time  took  flesh,  became  perfect  man,  according 
to  the  flesh,  descended  and  came  of  the  seed  of  Abraham  and 
David,  that  being  with  God  from  all  eternity,  being  himself  God, 
and  also  in  time  partaking  of  the  nature  of  man,  through  him  is 
the  goodness  and  love  of  God  conveyed  to  mankind,  and  that  by 
him  again  man  receiveth  and  partaketh  of  these  mercies.  That 
Christ  took  upon  him  the  seed  of  Abraham,  and  his  holy  body 
and^  blood  was  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice  for  the  sins  of  the 
whole  world. 

In  the  third  place,  that  the  people  called  Quakers  believe  that 
the  Scriptures  are  given  by  inspiration,  and  when  rightly  inter- 
preted, are  unerring  guides,  and  to  adopt  the  language  made  use 
of  by  them,  they  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation  through 
faith,  which  is  in  Jesus  Christ.  They  believe  that  the  Spirit  still 
operates  upon  the  souls  of  men,  and  when  it  does  really  and  truly 
so  operate,  it  furnishes  the  primary  rule  of  faith.  That  the  scrip- 
tures proceeding  from  it,  must  be  secondary  in  reference  to  this 
primary  source  whence  they  proceed— but  inasmuch  as  the  dic- 
tates of  the  spirit  are  always  true  and  uniform,  all  ideas  and 
views  which  any  person  may  entertain  repugnant  to  the  doctrines 
of  the  scriptures  (which  are  unerring)  must  proceed  from  false 
lights.  That  such  are  the  doctrines  entertained  and  adopted  by 
the  Society  of  Friends,  who  date  their  origin  in  England  in  the 
seventeenth  century,  under  the  auspices  and  influence  of  George 
Fox,  who  is  generally  considered  the  founder  of  this  society,  and 
that  the  same  doctrines  are  still  entertained  by  the  Orthodox 
party,  to  which  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  belongs — That  these 
doctrines  are  with  the  said  religious  society  fundamental,  and  any 
individual  entertaining  sentiments  and  opinions  contrary  to  all  or 
any  of  the  above  mentioned  doctrines,  is  held  not  to  be  in  the 
same  faith  with  the  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers, 
and  is  treated  accordingly — That  the  said  Hicksite  party  do  not 
adopt  or  believe  in  the  said  doctrines,  but  entertain  opinions  en- 
tirely and  absolutely  repugnant  and  contrary  thereto — That  in 
regard  to  the  first  mentioned  religious  doctrine,  the  Hicksite 
party  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  was  a  mere  man  divinely  inspired, 
partaking  more  largely  of  divine  inspiration  than  other  men,  but 
that  others  by  resorting  to  the  same  means,  and  using  the  same 
exertions,  may  receive  the  same  portion  or  measure  of  divine  in- 
spiration— That  Jesus  Christ,  as  well  as  the  apostles  and  prophets, 
never  has  been  and  never  can  be  set  above  other  men,  and  though 
of  late  some  of  the  Hicksite  party  ascribe  divinity  to  Jesus  Christ, 
yet  they  do  it  only  in  a  figurative  sense,  from  the  circumstance 
of  his  partaking  more  largely  than  other  men  of  divine  inspira- 
tion— in  every  other  respect  they  consider  him  a  mere  man.    They 
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do  not  believe  he  partakes  of  the  divine  as  well  as  human  natarcy 
that  he  is  of  one  and  the  same  essence  with  God,  with  that  tu* 
preme  and  omnipotent  Being,  who  presides  over  and  governs  the 
universe. 

In  respect  to  the  second  religious  doctrine  above  mentionedf 
the  Hicksite  party  deny  the  doctrine  of  atonement,  above  set  fortb^ 
and  they  contend  and  believe  that  man  may  have  access  to  his 
God,  without  any  mediator.  They  contend  that  the  crucifixioa 
and  sufferings  of  Christ,  if  an  atonement  at  all,  were  an  atone- 
ment only  for  the  legal  sins  of  the  Jews. 

In  respect  to  the  third  doctrine  above  mentioned,  the  Hicksite 
party  deny  the  certainty  and  divine  inspiration  of  the  holy  scrip- 
tures,  and  hold  that  they  contain  doctrines  and  injunctions  which 
are  incorrect,  and  that  they  are  a  mere  shadow.  These  discre- 
pancies in  religious  doctrine  are  radical  and  all  important,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  his  party,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  principles  and  tenets  of  religion  as  held  by  the  ancient 
fathers  of  this  religious  society.  The  Orthodox  party  firmly  be- 
lieving that  the  doctrines  entertained  by  the  Hicksite  party  strike 
at  the  foundation  and  main  pillars  of  the  Christian  system — that 
in  consequence  of  those  differences  in  doctrine,  the  Hicksite  party 
are  not  in  the  same  faith  with  them  and  the  ancient  religious 
Society  of  Friends.  And  in  and  by  the  said  bill,  he  further  pr^ 
tends,  that  during  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
held  in  Philadelphia,  commencing  on  the  third  Monday  of  April, 
1827,  at  the  hour  of  ten  in  the  morning,  according  to  the  consti- 
tution and  rules  of  the  society,  the  Hicksite  party  held  several 
private  irregular  meetings,  at  which  no  one  attended  or  was  in- 
vited to  attend,  except  their  own  party,  in  which,  after  adverting 
to  the  irreconcilable  difference  in  opinion  and  doctrine  between 
the  two  parties,  and  to  some  confusion  and  disorder  which  they 
themselves  had  occasioned  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  but  improperly 
ascribed  to  the  Orthodox  party,  they  stated  that  the  period  had 
fully  come,  in  which  they  ought  to  look  towards  making  a  quiet 
retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,  alluding  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing aforesaid,  and  they  therefore  recommended  to  the  members 
of  their  party,  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentous  subject,  and  to 
adopt  such  a  course  as  truth,  under  a  solid  and  solemn  delibera- 
tion, should  point  to — that  at  this  sitting  the  Yearly  Meeting  re- 
gularly closed  its  business  and  adjourned  to  meet  again  the  next 
year,  on  the  third  Monday  of  April,  the  usual  time  specified  in 
its  constitution.  That  in  June,  1827,  the  said  Hicksite  party, 
pursuant  to  the  determination  formed  by  them,  at  such  their  ir- 
regular private  meetings,  held  another  private  meeting  of  their 
own,  none  but  their  own  party  being  invited  to  attend,  at  which 
they  resolved  upon  and  prepared  an  address  for  the  members  of 
their  own  party,  proposing  for  their  consideration  the  propriety 
and  expediency  of  holding  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Friends  in  unity 
with  themselves,  and  recommended  to  the  Quarterly  and  Monthly 
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Meetings  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  to  appoint  representatives 
to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  of  October,  then 
next,  with  other  members  favourable  to  their  views,  there  to  hold 
a  Yearly  Meeting.  That  some  of  the  members  of  a  number  of 
Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings,  under  the  control  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  regular  and  constitutional  Yearly  Meeting  of  Phila- 
delphia, aforesaid,  which  members  belonged  to  the  said  Hicksite 
party,  accordingly  met  at  Philadelpliia  on  the  third  Monday  in 
October  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  irregularly  and  contrary 
to  the  discipline,  constitution  and  government  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  formed  a  new  Yearly  Meeting  of  their  own,  which  was 
adjourned  by  them  to  the  second  Monday  of  April,  then  next. 
That  at  that  time  they  held  their  new  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the 
Orthodox  party  held  their  regular  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  on  the 
Monday  following,  pursuant  to  the  adjournment  of  the  previous 
year — which  always  has  been  and  still  is  recognised  by  the  ancient 
and  primary  Yearly  Meeting  of  London,  the  great  and  primary 
Yearly  Meeting  of  this  religious  society  in  England,  where  the 
sect  first  arose,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  holds  no  intercourse  or  correspondence  with  the  Hicksite 
party.  That  the  Hicksite  and  Orthodox,  parties  aforesaid  are 
completely  and  absolutely  divided  and  separated,  not  only  in  re- 
gard to  fundamental  religious  doctrines,  but  also  in  government 
and  in  fact,  as  well  as  religious  belief.  They  no  longer  form  two 
parties  of  the  same  religious  society,  but  two  separate  distinct 
religious  societies  and  communities — the  schism  is  complete;  the 
Hicksite  party  have  seceded  not  only  from  the  faith  but  from  the 
religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  being  continued 
by  the  Orthodox  party,  they  are  identified  with  them  by  regular 
and  due  succession.  That  these  religious  dissentions  and  divi- 
sions exist  in  the  Preparative,  Monthly,  and  Quarterly  Meetings 
at  Crosswicks  aforesaid-— that  the  two  parties  there  hold  separate 
and  distinct  meetings  for  business  and  worship,  the  Hicksite 
party  being  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  new  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  to  which  they  have  attached  themselves, 
having  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  ancient 
Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  and  the  Orthodox  party  being  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia  aforesaid,  which  is  now  held  and  formed  by  them  as 
aforesaid,  and  still  continues  to  hold  its  annual  meetings  at  the 
regular  constitutional  period  as  aforesaid,  which  Yearly  Mecling 
disowns  and  does  not  recognise  the  said  Preparative  Meeting  at 
Crosswicks,  held  by  the  Hicksite  party,  and  the  said  Preparative 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks  having  themselves  renounced  the  juris- 
diction and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  and 
being  disowned  by  them,  is  not  of  and  does  not  belong  to  the 
ancient  and  established  religious  Society  of  Friends  or  people 
called  Quakers,  and  is  not  identified  with  the  Preparative  Meeting 
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of  Chesterfield  aforesaid,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  Bchool 
fund  aforesaid  was  created,  and  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  wit 
executed  by  your  orator.  And  on  the  contrary  the  Preparatire 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks  composed  of  the  Orthodox  party,  to  which 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  belongs,  still  adhering  to  the  faith 
of  their  fathers,  and  continuing  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control 
of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  are  identified  in 
regular  succession  and  continuances  with  the  old  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  said 
school  fund  was  created,  and  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  were 
given,  and  are  entitled  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  property  held  in 
trust  as  aforesaid,  for  the  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  and  to  the  coa- 
trol  of  the  said  school  fund — and  he  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson 
threatens  and  intends  to  proceed  in  this  court,  and  is  proceeding 
to  recover  the  money  so  due  upon  the  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
as  is  herein  before  stated  and  set  forth. 

And  the  said  Stacy  Decou  claiming  to  be  the  successor  of  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  as  treasurer,  as  aforesaid,  pretends  and 
insists, — that  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  are  a  well  known 
denomination  of  Christian  professors,  who  became  associated 
under  that  name,  about  the  middle  of  the  17th  century — that  they 
early  adopted  a  system  of  discipline  which  has  continued  in  use 
ever  since;  the  rules  and  regulations  of  which  relate  partly  to  the 
preservation  of  a  decent  and  comely  order  in  its  internal  polity, 
partly  to  the  observance  of  the  principles  of  morality  and  justice, 
by  all  belonging  to  it,  and  partly  to  the  maintenance  of  its  pecu- 
liar testimonies^which  rules  are  subject  to  alterations  by  the 
society,  and  have  been  revised  and  altered  from  time  to  time,  as 
the  circumstances  of  the  society  have  appeared  to  require.  The 
Society  of  Friends,  in  reference  to  its  members,  is  a  pure  demo- 
cracy— all  its  members  having  equal  rights;  neither  ministers, 
elders,  overseers,  or  clerks  having  any  pre-eminence  over  their 
brethren.  That  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  in  England, 
and  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  this  country,  are 
wholly  independent  of  each  other,  both  in  their  establishment  and 
government,  and  their  authority.  The  ground  of  association  in 
the  capacity  of  a  church,  originating  in  individual  minds — when 
their  forefathers  first  settled  in  this  state,  they  adopted  the  prac- 
tice of  meeting  together  for  the  purpose  of  divine  worship,  where 
a  few  were  settled  near  to  each  other,  first  in  each  other's  houses, 
and  afterwards  in  suitable  places,  provided  by  them  for  that  pur- 
pose. Recurring  to  the  benefits  which  they  had  experienced  in 
England  from  their  association  in  Monthly  Meetings,  as  their 
numbers  increased  they  established  such  meetings  among  them- 
selves, for  the  exercise  of  brotherly  care  over  each  other,  and 
over  the  youthful  and  inexperienced,  and  for  mutual  edification — 
for  restraining,  by  the  power  and  authority  of  love,  any  observable 
tendency  to  a  departure  from  correctness  of  conduct,  and  for  the 
discreet  and  orderly  maintenance  of  the  character  of  the  society 
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as  a  sober  and  religious  community.  Soon  after  this  the  members 
of  the  Monthly  Meeting  thus  established  at  Burlington,  believing 
that  an  advantage  veould  arise  from  a  general  association  of  the 
brethren  from  the  different  settlements,  within  convenient  dis- 
tance, once  a  year,  appointed  a  time,  and  sent  invitations  to  their 
friends  to  meet  on  this  interesting  occasion.  Thus  the  Yearly 
Meeting  vras  first  established  at  Burlington,  originating  from  the 
motion  of  a  single  Monthly  Meeting,  which  was  enlarged  by  an 
association  with  those  of  their  friends  of  the  like  religious  per- 
suasion in  other  parts  of  this  state  and  Pennsylvania,  which  has 
continued  to  the  present  period,  with  various  changes  of  the  time 
and  place  of  meeting  as  deemed  expedient  by  the  Society  of 
Friends.  Quarterly  Meetings  also,  composed  of  several  Monthly 
Meetings  within  convenient  distance  of  each  other,  were  esta- 
blished— ^not,  however,  possessing  any  power  over  Monthly  Meet- 
ings further  than  to  advise  and  assist  them  in  difficult  cases  on 
their  application;  and  it  is  believed,  that  in  no  instance  whatever, 
has  any  Yearly,  Quarterly,  or  Monthly  Meeting,  undertaken  to 
exercise  any  right  or  control  over  the  property  belonging  to 
another  meeting.  The  executive  power,  as  relates  to  discipline, 
is  lodged  in  the  several  Monthly  Meetings.  The  Quarterly 
Meetings  are  merely  a  larger  meeting  of  the  members  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings,  to  which  the  Monthly  Meetings  composing 
them,  severally  report  their  general  state,  and  occasionally  ask 
advice  and  aid  in  cases  of  difficulty.  The  Yearly  Meeting  is  a 
still  larger  collection  of  members  of  the  same  Monthly  Meetings, 
which  are  represented  through  the  different  quarters  by  members 
therein  appointed,  merely  as  organs  of  communication,  and  that 
all  parts  of  the  society  may  be  represented,  but  not  placing  in 
their  hands  any  control  over  their  brethren,  the  power  remaining 
at  large  in  the  brethren,  the  great  democratic  body,  to  whom  only 
the  name,  title,  and  authority  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  belong.  In 
the  Yearly  Meeting  such  regulations  as  from  time  to  time  appear 
expedient,  and  tend  to  the  good  of  the  whole  society,  are  pro- 
posed and  agreed  upon,  which  are  comprehended  in  what  is  called 
a  Book  of  Discipline,  and  all  cases  are  resulted  by  the  verbal  or 
silent  acquiescence  of  the  members  collected,  and  not  by  any 
order  of  members  as  having  a  rank  or  authority  in  the  body  above 
others.  If  any  new  proposition  is  made,  which  does  not  accord  with 
the  views  of  the  meeting  generally,  the  same  is  suspended  or  dis- 
missed. It  does  not  review  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior  meet- 
ings, except  in  cases  of  appeal,  where  a  member  considers  himself 
aggrieved  by  a  Monthly  Meeting  in  disowning  him;  and  recourse 
is  seldom  had  to  it  except  for  advice  in  cases  of  uncommon  diffi- 
culty, occasionally  arising  in  Monthly  or  Quarterly  Meetings. 
The  Society  of  Friends  acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ,  and  no 
principle  of  authority  or  government  in  the  church,  but  his  love 
operating  on  the  heart,  and  thence  influencing  the  judgment  and 
producing  a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sympathy,  and  condescen- 
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sion  to  each  other — and  has  been  generally  preserved  in  a  great 
degree  of  harmony  until  a  recent  period.    The  great  fundamen- 
tal principle  of  the  society,  the  divine  light  operating  on  the  soul, 
being  acknowledged  by  all  as  the  effective  bond  of  union,  the 
right  of  each  individual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scrip- 
ture testimony,  relating  to  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  accord- 
ing to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own  mind,  uncontrolled  by  the 
arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fallible  fellow  men,  hath  been 
both  tacitly  and  explicitly  admitted.     That  the  said  society  so 
continued  until  lately,  when  a  few  individuals  who  had  long  been 
continued  in  important  stations,  gradually  and  covertly  began  to 
assume  an  authority  over  their  brethren^  never  delegated  to  themi 
and  attempted  to  impose  upon  the  Yearly  Meeting  a  document  in 
a  form  designed  to  operate  as  a  written  Creed,  adapted  to  suit 
their  own  particular  views,  and  perhaps  intended  also  as  an  in- 
strument of  attack  upon  some  faithful  worthy  fellow  memberSf 
against  whom  they  had  conceived  personal  offence— but  subver- 
sive of  that  freedom  of  thought  and  individual  opinion  which  the 
Society  of  Friends  had  always  maintained  and  cherished  as  an 
unalienable  right.    Their  design  being  detected,  it  was  promptly 
rejected  by  the  Yearly  Meeting — and  it  soon  became  apparent 
that  a  party  was  organized,  assuming  the  character  and  title  of 
the  Orthodox,  and  a  line  of  discrimination  was  attempted  to  be 
drawn  through  the  different  meetings,  in  order  to  fill  every  active 
station  with  those  under  their  particular  influence.     In  pursuit 
of  this  plan,  they  manifested  the  most  inflexible  determination  to 
carry  their  measures,  in  order  to  bring  their  fellow  members, 
possessing  equal  rights,'under  their  control.     The  discipline  of 
the  society  was  in  many  instances  prostrated  and  obviously  vio- 
lated, as  well  to  screen  transgressors  of  their  own  party,  as  to 
procure  the  disownment,  upon  vague  and  frivolous  charges,  of 
those  who  opposed  their  spirit  and  measures.    Approved  minis- 
ters were  publicly  opposed  in  a  disorderly  manner.    Faithful 
members  who  bore  a  testimony  against  their  systematical  declen- 
sion from  the  principles  and  practice  of  the  society,  were  not  only 
treated  with  marked  disrespect  and  contumely,  but  were  actually 
proscribed.     Thus  they  continued  their  efforts  to  monopolize  a 
power  before  unknown  to  the  society — tending  to  the  subversion 
of  individual  rights,  introducing  great  disorder  and  confusion  into 
Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  effectually  preventing  the  legi- 
timate course  of  business  therein;  particularly  in  the  city  and 
neighbourhood  of  Philadelphia,  where  their  chief  strength  was 
located,  until  the  arrival  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Fourth-month, 
1827,  when  their  high-handed  measures  were  pursued  to  such  an 
extent  that  it  reduced  the  great  majority  of  the  society  to  the  un- 
avoidable necessity  either  to  submit  to  their  usurped  domination, 
to  engage  in  a  contest  which  would  be  productive  of  increased 
disorder  and  confusion,  or  retire  from  the  disorderly  party  and 
take  measures  for  the  organization  and  continuation  of  the  Yearly 
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Meeting  on  its  original  principles.  That  the  first  would  haTe 
been  a  violation  of  conscience,  and  a  criminal  abandonment  of 
their  rights  and  those  of  their  posterity.  The  second  would  have 
been  subversive  of  their  religious  principles,  which  forbid  the 
spirit  of  strife  and  contention  among  brethren.  The  third  was 
an  unalienable  right,  guaranteed  by  the  civil  institutions  of  the 
country,  and  consistent  with  the  original  ground  and  principle  of 
the  establishment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.  Thus  recurring  to  the 
simplicity  and  example  of  their  forefathers,  in  their  early  esta- 
blishments, the  majority  of  the  society,  by  a  regular,  consistent 
and  peaceable  course  of  procedure,  sanctioned  by  the  common 
usages,  and  the  spirit  of  the  institutions  of  their  country,  by  smaller 
and  larger  conferences,  and  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  Monthly 
and  Quarterly  Meetings,  the  Yearly  Meeting  has  been  settled 
again  on  the  principles  and  according  to  the  manner  of  its  first 
institution,  and  is  now  restored  to  its  wonted  harmony  and  con- 
sistency of  movement  in  its  regular  course  of  business,  com- 
prising full  three-fourths  of  the  whole  body  of  its  former  members, 
who  are  united  in  the  exercise  of  the  same  system  of  discipline, 
maintaining  the  same  testimonies,  and  holding  the  same  religious 
faith  as  their  forefathers  and  the  ancient  Society  of  Friends  did—* 
leaving  to  thieir  own  course,  undisturbed  by  them,  those  disor- 
derly persons  who  adopted  an  opposite  and  adverse  line  of  pro- 
cedure, and  who  have  assumed  the  name  of  Orthodox,  and  have 
by  every  means  within  their  reach,  endeavoured  to  prejudice  the 
public  mind  against  the  society,  and  to  extend  their  influence  into 
the  country  meetings,  far  and  near,  and  have  succeeded  in  gaining 
over  a  few  in  almost  every  of  the  country  meetings;  in  some  per- 
haps a  third  part,  in  others  a  fourth  or  fifth,  and  in  others  still 
fewer,  even  down  to  a  twenty-fifth  of  the  whole  number.  These 
small  fragments,  changing  and  combining  themselves  into  what- 
ever form  will  best  suit  their  purposes,  afiect  to  lay  down  and  set 
up  meetings,  as  by  a  stroke  of  the  pen,  and  in  the  exercise  of  a 
pretended  and  usurped  authority,  which  they  utterly  deny,  have 
promulgated  what  they  term  papers  of  disownment  against  the 
great  majority  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  individually,  on  a  variety 
of  vague  and  unfounded  charges,  which  the  code  of  their  disci- 
pline never  contemplated,  and  for  which  it  furnishes  them  no 
rule.  Thus  in  some  cases  two,  three,  or  four  male  members 
within  the  limits  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  have  proceeded  and  are 
proceeding,  with  the  help  of  their  party  in  other  neighbourhoods, 
to  issue  what  they  call  papers  of  disownment  against  the  majority 
in  their  neighbourhoods,  amounting  in  some  cases  to  fifty  or  an 
hundred,  and  these  measures  have  been  pursued  evidently  with 
the  view  to  appropriate  to  the  exclusive  use  of  their  party,  the 
property  of  the  society.  As  the  Friends,  although  a  large  ma- 
jority, by  no  means  wish  to  restrain  the  rights  of  conscience,  and 
as  the  Orthodox  party  profess  a  dissent  from  them  in  religious 
principle,  they  have  not  desired  to  take  advantage  of  them  on  that 
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ground,  and  have  therefore  in  many  instances  (as  was  the  case  in 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield)  made  overtures  to  them  for 
an  amicable  adjustment  in  relation  to  property,  conformably  to 
the  principles  of  justice  and  equity;  but  the  Orthodox  party  have 
treated  these  ofiers  with  neglect,  declaring  themselves  alone  to 
be  the  true  Orthodox  Church,  in  whom  all  the  rights  and  property 
of  the  society  are  vested — ^bestowing  upon  Friends  many  false  and 
unfounded  charges  and  reproachful  names,  implying  heresy,  un- 
soundness of  faith,  infidelity.  Sec.  That  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson  was  not  the  treasurer  of  the  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  on  the^  '2nd  day  of  Fourth- 
month,  1828,  nor  has  he  been  at  any  time  since.  That  having 
voluntarily  withdrawn  himself  from  the  communion  of  the  Society 
of  Friends,  and  attached  himself  to  the  said  Orthodox  party,  he 
was  in  due  form  released  from  the  said  ofiice  by  a  minute  of  the 
meeting,  of  which  he  has  been  regularly  informed,  and  Stacy 
Decou  appointed  his  successor,  to  whom  as  the  regular  and  law- 
ful treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  he  ought  to  deliver  the  said  bond 
and  mortgage,  and  the  other  papers  and  funds  belonging  to  the 
society.  That  the  said  money  secured  by  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage  of  your  orator,  is  the  sole  and  exclusive  property  of 
the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks, 
and  not  the  property  of  any  Monthly,  Quarterly,  or  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Friends,  and  that  it  is  under  the  sole  and  exclusive  control^ 
care,  and  management  of  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  and  of  no  other  association,  meet- 
ing, body  of  men,  or  corporation.  That  in  the  said  Chesterfield 
Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  the  minor  party 
assuming  the  name  of  the  Orthodox  party,  have  separated  from 
the  majority,  who  still  claim  and  are  entitled  to  the  primary  and 
ancient  title  of  Friends,  and  have  endeavoured  to  bestow  upon 
them  the  name  of  Ilicksitcs,  but  which  term  the  said  Society  of 
Friends  altogether  disclaim,  and  deny  that  they  arc  the  followers 
of  any  man  or  any  sei  of  men;  but  are  endeavouring  conscien- 
tiously to  maintain  the  regular  discipline  and  government  of  the 
Society  of  Friends^ — that  they  believe  in  the  doctrines  of  the 
christian  religion  as  set  forth  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  pro- 
fessed by  ancient  Friends.  That  the  pretended  Orthodox  party 
in  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  are  an  acknowledged 
minority— have  voluntarily  withdrawn  and  separated  themselves, 
individually,  from  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  in  the  institution 
of  the  said  suit,  have  violated  the  discipline  of  the  said  society, 
which  enjoins  the  settlement  of  difTerenccs  about  property,  by  ar- 
bitration, and  forbids  ''brother  to  go  to  law  with  brother."  And 
the  said  Stacy  Decou  insists,  that  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and 
interest,  which  belonged  to  the  said  Joseph  Flendrickson  in  the 
said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  money  thereby  secured,  was, 
and  is,  as  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  and  as  trustee  of  the  Ches- 
terfield Preparative  Meeting,  and  he  being,  by  the  lawful  act  of 


25 

the  regular  and  lawful  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  >vho  have 
the  lawful  right  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  said  fund,  and 
the  appointment  of  the  said  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund, 
without  appeal  or  control,  before  the  institution  of  the  said  suit, 
released  irom  the  office  of  such  treasui*er,  and  Stacy  Dccou  ap- 
pointed his  successor,  he  the  said  Stacy  Decou  is  therefore  en- 
titled as  his  successor  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  to 
receive  the  money  due  thereon,  which  he  insists  your  orator  must 
not  pay  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  claims  the  right  to 
bring  suit  against  him  if  he  does. 

And  your  orator  under  the  circumstance  aforesaid,  is  in  danger 
of  being  greatly  harassed  on  account  of  the  said  bond  and  mort- 
gage, and  the  money  due  thereon,  and  cannot  safely  pay  the  same 
without  the  aid  of  this  honourable  court.  7b  the  end  therefore^ 
that  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  and  their 
confederates,  may  severally,  according  to  the  best  and  utmost  of 
their  respective  knowledge,  remembrance,' information,  and  belief, 
in  the  form  and  according  to  the  practice  of  this  court,  full,  true,, 
perfect,  and  distinct  answer  make,  to  all  and  every  the  matters 
aforesaid,  and  that  as  fully  as  if  the  same  were  here  repeated  and 
they  particularly  interrogated  thereto — and  that  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson  sCnd  Stacy  Decou  respectively,  may  set  forth  to  whom 
the  said  bond  and  mortgage  belongs,  and  to  whom  the  money 
due  thereon  is  due  and  payable,  and  may  be  decreed  to  interplead 
and  adjust  their  said  several  claims  and  rights  between  them- 
selves. Your  orator  hereby  oiTering  to  account  for  and  pay  the 
said  principal  sum  and  interest  accruing  thereon,  now  due  from 
him  to  such  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  us 
the  same  shall  appear  of  right  to  belong  and  be  payable,  on  being 
indemnified  by  this  court  in  so  doing,  or  to  pay  the  same  into  this 
court  to  be  disposed  of  as  this  court  shall  direct,  and  that  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  may  be  restrained  by  the  order  and  injunc- 
tion of  this  court  from  the  further  prosecution  of  the  said  suit  so 
commenced  by  him  against  your  orator.  And  that  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou  may  be  restrained  from  all 
other  proceedings  at  law  or  equity  whatsoever  against  your  ora- 
tor, touching  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit,  or  any  of  them— 
and  that  your  orator  may  have  such  further  and  other  relief  in 
the  premises  as  to  you  shall  seem  meet,  and  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  require.  May  it  please  you  to  grant  unto  your  ora- 
tor not  only  the  writ  of  the  state,  of  injunction,  issuing  out  of 
and  under  the  seal  of  this  court,  to  be  directed  to  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  to  restrain  him  from  proceeding  against  your  ora- 
tor, touching  any  of  the  matters  in  question,  but  also  the  writ  of 
the  state  of  New  Jersey  of  subpoena  to  be  directed  to  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  and  to  the  confederates, 
when  discovered,  thereby  commanding  them  and  every  of  them, 
at  a  certain  day  and  under  a  pain  to  be  therein  limited,  person- 
ally to  be  and  appear  before  you,  in  this  honourable  court,  and 
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then  and  there  full,  true,  direct,  and  perfect  answer  ihake,  to  all 
and  sing^ular  the  premises,  and  further  to  stand  to  perform  and 
abide  such  further  order,  direction,  and  decree  therein,  as  to  you 
shall  seem  meet.     And  your  orator  shall  ever  pray.  Sec 

Garhktt  D.  Wall,  SoUeUor^  and  9§ 
Coumel  with  Compkunami. 

NEW  JERSEY,  to  wit:  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  abotc 
complainant,  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of 
taking  an  oath,  and  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  saith,  that 
this  bill  is  not  exhibited  by  the  consent  or  combination  of  either 
of  the  defendants  in  the  above  bill  mentioned,  but  merely  of  his 
own  free  will,  for  relief  in  this  honourable  court,  and  further 
saith  not. 

Affirmed  at 
this  21st  of  July,  1829,  before  me 
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In  Chancery^  New  Jersey, 

Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  Complt.  ^      Answer  of  Hen- 

and  2     drickson  to  Bill 

Joseph  Hendrickson  &  al.  Defts.      )      of  interpleader. 

Wood,  Solicitor. 
Filedf  October  3,  1829,  John  Wilson,  Clerk. 


7%e  answer  of  Joseph  Hendrickson^  Defendant^  to  the  Bill  of  Inter* 
pleader  of  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  Complainant, 

This  Defendant  now  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  saving  and 
reserving  to  himself  all  benefit  of  exception  to  the  errors  and 
imperfections  in  the  complainant's  bill  for  answer  thereto  never- 
theless, or  to  such  parts  thereof  as  this  defendant  is  advised  is  in 
any  wise  material  for  him  to  make  answer  unto,  he  answering, 
says,  he  admits  it  to  be  true  that  in  the  year  1792,  certain  per- 
sons styling  themselves  members  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of 
the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  in  the  township  of 
Chesterfield,  in  the  county  of  Burlington,  and  state  of  New  Jer- 
sey, signed  the  subscription  and  made  the  promises  in  the  said 
bill  set  forth,  but,  for  greater  certainty,  your  orator  begs  leave  to 
refer  to  the  original  subscription  paper  when  produced;  he  also 
admits  that  a  large  sum  of  money  was  raised  by  means  thereof, 
and  that  an  additional  sum  was  raised  in  the  year  1792;  but  the 
precise  amount  of  the  said  sums,  this  defendant  does  not  know, 
but  presumes  they  are  correctly  set  forth  in  the  said  bill.  -  He 
admits  that  the  said  fund  continued  as  a  permanent  fund,  under 
the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school,  chosen  from  time 
to  time  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  by  them  laid  out  or 
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Ittit  on  interest,  as  they  judged  would  best  secure  an  interest  until 
the  year  1831.  He  also  admits  that  the  said  Samuel  Middleton 
continued  the  treasurer  of  the  said  fund  until  the  year  1813,  when 
Joshua  W.  Satterthwait  was  appointed  by  the  said  Chesterfield 
Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  to  succeed  him,  who  con- 
tinued treasurer  until  Tenth-month,  in  the  year  1816,  when  this 
defendant  was  appointed  by  said  Preparative  Meeting  to  succeed 
him.  This  defendant  also  admits  that  the  loan  of  two  thousand 
dollars  was  made  to  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwelf,  and  the  bond 
and  mortgage  given  and  executed  by  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shot- 
well  as  set  forth  in  the  said  bill  of  interpleader,  but  for  greater 
certainty,  he  begs  leave  to  refer  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
which  he  is  ready  to  produce — and  this  defendant,  in  further  an- 
8wering«  admits  that  the  association  styled  or  called  the  Prepara- 
tive Meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  and  the 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  and  the  Prepa- 
rative Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  are  one  and  the  same 
association,  and  not  other  or  divers,  and  that  the  moneys  so  loaned 
to  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  and  secured  by  said  bond  and 
mortgage,  was  not  the  proper  money  of  this  defendant  in  his  own 
right,  but  was  part  of  the  permanent  fund  created  as  aforesaid, 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school,  chosen 
by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  that  the  Chesterfield  Pre- 
parative Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  chose  trustees  of  the  said  school 
fund — and  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  says,  that  he  ad- 
mits it  to  be  true,  that  on  the  3 1st  day  of  First-month,  1828,  cer- 
tain persons  alleging  themselves  to  be  trustees  of  Friends*  school 
of  Chesterfield,  established  at  Crosswicks,  made  a  report  to  certain 
persons  claiming  to  be  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of 
Friends  at  Crosswicks,  aforesaid,  of  the  tenor  and  purport  set 
forth  in  said  bill — but  this  defendant  denies  that  they  were  really 
and  truly  such  trustees  and  such  Preparative  Meeting  as  had  the 
lawful  control  over  the  said  school  fund.  He  denies  that  they 
were  identified  in  regular  and  due  succession  with  the  trustees 
and  Preparative  Meeting  in  existence,  when  the  said  sum  was 
loaned  to  the  complainant,  and  the  said  mortgage  given  to  this 
defendant,  and  he  denies  that  they  were  authorized  and  entitled 
to  appoint  a  treasurer  to  receive  said  money.  This  defendant 
admits  that  the  said  Stacy  Decou  called  on  this  defendant  for  the 
books,  obligations,  papers,  and  funds  in  his  hands  as  such  trea- 
surer, and  that  he  renised  to  give  them  up,  and  he  insists  that, 
the  said  Stacy  Decou  had  not  then,  and  still  has  not  any  title  to 
receive  the  same.  And  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  ad- 
mits that  the  said  association  styling  themselves  the  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  may  claim  to  be  at  least  two- 
thirds  of  the  original  subscribers  and  contributors  to  the  said 
school  fund,  and  of  their  lawful  representatives,  and  to  be  a  ma- 
jority of  the  regular  and  lawful  members  of  the  Preparative 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  or  people  called  Quakers,  at 
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do  not  believe  he  partakes  of  the  divine  as  well  as  human  nature, 
that  he  is  of  one  and  the  same  essence  with  God,  with  that  su- 
preme and  omnipotent  Being,  who  presides  over  and  governs  the 
universe. 

In  respect  to  the  second  religious  doctrine  above  mentioned, 
the  Hicksite  party  deny  the  doctrine  of  atonement,  above  set  forth, 
and  they  contend  and  believe  that  man  may  have  access  to  his 
God,  without  any  mediator.  They  contend  that  the  crucifixion 
and  sufferings  of  Christ,  if  an  atonement  at  all,  were  an  atone- 
ment only  for  the  legal  sins  of  the  Jews. 

In  respect  to  the  third  doctrine  above  mentioned,  the  Hicksite 
party  deny  the  certainty  and  divine  inspiration  of  the  holy  scrip- 
tures, and  hold  that  they  contain  doctrines  and  injunctions  which 
are  incorrect,  and  that  they  are  a  mere  shadow.  These  discre- 
pancies in  religious  doctrine  are  radical  and  all  important,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  his  party,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  principles  and  tenets  of  religion  as  held  by  the  ancient 
fathers  of  this  religious  society.  The  Orthodox  party  firmly  be- 
lieving that  the  doctrines  entertained  by  the  Hicksite  party  strike 
at  the  foundation  and  main  pillars  of  the  Christian  system — that 
in  consequence  of  those  differences  in  doctrine,  the  Hicksite  party 
are  not  in  the  same  faith  with  them  and  the  ancient  religious 
Society  of  Friends.  And  in  and  by  the  said  bill,  he  further  pre- 
tends, that  during  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
held  in  Philadelphia,  commencing  on  the  third  Monday  of  April, 
1827,  at  the  hour  of  ten  in  the  morning,  according  to  the  consti- 
tution and  rules  of  the  society,  the  Hicksite  party  held  several 
private  irregular  meetings,  at  which  no  one  attended  or  was  in- 
vited to  attend,  except  their  own  party,  in  which,  after  adverting 
to  the  irreconcilable  difference  in  opinion  and  doctrine  between 
the  two  parties,  and  to  some  confusion  and  disorder  which  they 
themselves  had  occasioned  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  but  improperly 
ascribed  to  the  Orthodox  party,  they  stated  that  the  period  had 
fully  come,  in  which  they  ought  t6  look  towards  making  a  quiet 
retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,  alluding  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing aforesaid,  and  they  therefore  recommended  to  the  members 
of  their  party,  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentous  subject,  and  to 
adopt  such  a  course  as  truth,  under  a  solid  and  solemn  delibera- 
tion, should  point  to — that  at  this  sitting  the  Yearly  Meeting  re- 
gularly closed  its  business  and  adjourned  to  meet  again  the  next 
year,  on  the  third  Monday  of  April,  the  usual  time  specified  in 
its  constitution.  That  in  June,  1827,  the  said  Hicksite  party, 
pursuant  to  the  determination  formed  by  them,  at  such  their  ir- 
regular private  meetings,  held  another  private  meeting  of  their 
own,  none  but  their  own  party  being  invited  to  attend,  at  which 
they  resolved  upon  and  prepared  an  address  for  the  members  of 
their  own  party,  proposing  for  their  consideration  the  propriety 
and  expediency  of  holding  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Friends  in  unity 
with  themselves,  and  recommended  to  the  Quarterly  and  Monthly 
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Meetings  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  to  appoint  representatives 
to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  of  October,  then 
next,  with  other  members  favourable  to  their  views,  there  to  hold 
a  Yearljr  Meeting.  That  some  of  the  members  of  a  number  of 
Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings,  under  the  control  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  regular  and  constitutional  Yearly  Meeting  of  Phila- 
delphia, aforesaid,  which  members  belonged  to  the  said  Hicksite 
party,  accordingly  met  at  Philadelphia  on  the  third  Monday  in 
October  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  irregularly  and  contrary 
to  the  discipline,  constitution  and  government  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  formed  a  new  Yearly  Meeting  of  their  own,  which  was 
adjourned  by  them  to  the  second  Monday  of  April,  then  next. 
That  at  that  time  they  held  their  new  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the 
Orthodox  party  held  their  regular  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  on  the 
Monday  following,  pursuant  to  the  adjournment  of  the  previous 
year— *which  always  has  been  and  still  is  recognised  by  the  ancient 
and  primary  Yearly  Meeting  of  London,  the  great  and  primary 
Yearly  Meeting  of  this  religious  society  in  England,  where  the 
aect  first  arose,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  holds  no  intercourse  or  correspondence  with  the  Hicksite 
party.  That  the  Hicksite  and  Orthodox  parties  aforesaid  are 
completely  and  absolutely  divided  and  separated,  not  only  in  re- 
gard to  fundamental  religious  doctrines,  but  also  in  government 
and  in  fact,  as  well  as  religious  belief.  They  no  longer  form  two 
parties  of  the  same  religious  society,  but  two  separate  distinct 
religions  societies  and  communities — the  schism  is  complete;  the 
Hicksite  party  have  seceded  not  only  from  the  faith  but  from  the 
religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  being  continued 
by  the  Orthodox  party,  they  are  identified  with  them  by  regular 
and  due  succession.  That  these  religious  dissentions  and  divi- 
aiotts  exist  in  the  Preparative,  Monthly,  and  Quarterly  Meetings 
at  Crosswicks  aforesaid — that  the  two  parties  there  hold  separate 
and  distinct  meetings  for  business  and  worship,  the  Hicksite 
party  being  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  new  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  to  which  they  have  attached  themselves, 
baring  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  ancient 
Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  and  the  Orthodox  party  being  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia  aforesaid,  which  is  now  held  and  formed  by  them  as 
aforesaid,  and  still  continues  to  hold  its  annual  meetings  at  the 
regular  constitutional  period  as  aforesaid,  which  Yeurly  Mcrting 
disowns  and  does  not  recognise  the  said  Preparative  Meeting  at 
Crosswicks,  held  by  the  Hicksite  party,  and  the  said  Preparative 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks  having  themselves  renounced  the  juris- 
diction and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  and 
being  disowned  by  them,  is  not  of  and  does  not  belong  to  the 
ancient  and  established  religious  Society  of  Friends  or  people 
called  Quakers,  and  is  not  identified  with  the  Preparative  Meeting 
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of  Chesterfield  aforesaid,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  school 
fund  aforesaid  was  created,  and  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  was 
executed  by  your  orator.  And  on  the  contrary  the  Preparative 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks  composed  of  the  Orthodox  party,  to  which 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  belongs,  still  adhering  to  the  faith 
of  their  fathers,  and  continuing  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control 
of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  are  identified  in 
regular  succession  and  continuances  with  the  old  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  said 
school  fund  was  created,  and  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  were 
given,  and  are  entitled  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  property  held  in 
trust  as  aforesaid,  for  the  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  and  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  said  school  fund — and  he  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson 
threatens  and  intends  to  proceed  in  this  court,  and  is  proceeding 
to  recover  the  money  so  due  upon  the  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
as  is  herein  before  stated  and  set  forth. 

And  the  said  Stacy  Decou  claiming  to  be  the  successor  of  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  as  treasurer,  as  aforesaid,  pretends  and 
insists, — that  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  are  a  well  known 
denomination  of  Christian  professors,  who  became  associated 
under  that  name,  about  the  middle  of  the  17th  century — that  they 
early  adopted  a  system  of  discipline  which  has  continued  in  use 
ever  since;  the  rules  and  regulations  of  which  relate  partly  to  the 
preservation  of  a  decent  and  comely  order  in  its  internal  polity, 
partly  to  the  observance  of  the  principles  of  morality  and  justice, 
by  all  belonging  to  it,  and  partly  to  the  maintenance  of  its  pecu- 
liar testimonies — which  rules  are  subject  to  alterations  by  the 
society,  and  have  been  revised  and  altered  from  time  to  time,  as 
the  circumstances  of  the  society  have  appeared  to  require.  The 
Society  of  Friends,  in  reference  to  its  members,  is  a  pure  demo- 
cracy— all  its  members  having  equal  rights;  neither  ministers, 
elders,  overseers,  or  clerks  having  any  pre-eminence  over  their 
brethren.  That  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  in  England, 
and  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  this  country,  are 
wholly  independent  of  each  other,  both  in  their  establishment  and 
government,  and  their  authority.  The  ground  of  association  in 
the  capacity  of  a  church,  originating  in  individual  minds — when 
their  forefathers  first  settled  in  this  state,  they  adopted  the  prac- 
tice of  meeting  together  for  the  purpose  of  divine  worship,  where 
a  few  were  settled  near  to  each  other,  first  in  each  other's  houses, 
and  afterwards  in  suitable  places,  provided  by  them  for  that  pur- 
pose. Recurring  to  the  benefits  which  they  had  experienced  in 
England  from  their  association  in  Monthly  Meetings,  as  their 
numbers  increased  they  established  such  meetings  among  them- 
selves, for  the  exercise  of  brotherly  care  over  each  other,  and 
over  the  youthful  and  inexperienced,  and  for  mutual  edification — 
for  restraining,  by  the  power  and  authority  of  love,  any  observable 
tendency  to  a  departure  from  correctness  of  conduct,  and  for  the 
discreet  and  orderly  maintenance  of  the  character  of  the  society 
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as  a  sober  and  religious  community.  Soon  after  this  the  members 
of  the  Monthly  Meeting  thus  established  at  Burlington,  believing 
that  an  advantage  would  arise  from  a  general  association  of  the 
brethren  from  the  different  settlements,  within  convenient  dis- 
tance, once  a  year,  appointed  a  time,  and  sent  invitations  to  their 
friends  to  meet  on  this  interesting  occasion.  Thus  the  Yearly 
Meeting  was  first  established  at  Burlington,  originating  from  the 
motion  of  a  single  Monthly  Meeting,  which  was  enlarged  by  an 
association  with  those  of  their  friends  of  the  like  religious  per- 
suasion in  other  parts  of  this  state  and  Pennsylvania,  which  has 
continued  to  the  present  period,  with  various  changes  of  the  time 
and  place  of  meeting  as  deemed  expedient  by  the  Society  of 
Friends.  Quarterly  Meetings  also,  composed  of  several  Monthly 
Meetings  within  convenient  distance  of  each  other,  were  esta- 
blished—not, however,  possessing  any  power  over  Monthly  Meet- 
ings further  than  to  advise  and  assist  them  in  difficult  cases  on 
their  application;  and  it  is  believed,  that  in  no  instance  whatever, 
has  any  Yearly,  Quarterly,  or  Monthly  Meeting,  undertaken  to 
exercise  any  right  or  control  over  the  property  belonging  to 
another  meeting.  The  executive  power,  as  relates  to  discipline, 
is  lodged  in  the  several  Monthly  Meetings.  The  Quarterly 
Meetings  are  merely  a  larger  meeting  of  the  members  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings,  to  which  the  Monthly  Meetings  composing 
them,  seyerally  report  their  general  state,  and  occasionally  ask 
advice  and  aid  in  cases  of  difficulty.  The  Yearly  Meeting  is  a 
still  larger  collection  of  members  of  the  same  Monthly.  Meetings, 
which  are  represented  through  the  different  quarters  by  members 
therein  appointed,  merely  as  organs  of  communication,  and  that 
all  parts  of  the  society  may  be  represented,  but  not  placing  in 
their  hands  any  control  over  their  brethren,  the  power  remaining 
at  large  in  the  brethren,  the  great  democratic  body,  to  whom  only 
the  name,  title,  and  authority  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  belong.  In 
the  Yearly  Meeting  such  regulations  as  from  time  to  time  appear 
expedient,  and  tend  to  the  good  of  the  whole  society,  are  pro- 
posed and  agreed  upon,  which  are  comprehended  in  what  is  called 
a  Book  of  Discipline,  and  all  cases  are  resulted  by  the  verbal  or 
silent  acquiescence  of  the  members  collected,  and  not  by  any 
order  of  members  as  having  a  rank  or  authority  in  the  body  above 
others.  If  any  new  proposition  is  made,  which  does  not  accord  with 
theyiews  of  the  meeting  generally,  the  same  is  suspended  or  dis- 
missed. It  does  not  review  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior  meet- 
ings, except  in  cases  of  appeal,  where  a  member  considers  himself 
Aggrieved  by  a  Monthly  Meeting  in  disowning  him;  and  recourse 
is  seldom  had  to  it  except  for  advice  in  cases  of  uncommon  diffi- 
culty, occasionally  arising  in  Monthly  or  Quarterly  Meetings. 
The  Society  of  Friends  acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ,  and  no 
principle  of  authority  or  government  in  the  church,  but  his  love 
operating  on  the  heart,  and  thence  influencing  the  judgment  and 
producing  a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sympathy,  and  condescen* 
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sion  to  each  other — apd  has  been  generally  preserved  in  a  great 
degree  of  harmony  until  a  recent  period.  The  great  fundamen- 
tal principle  of  the  society,  the  divine  light  operating  on  the  soul, 
being  acknowledged  by  all  as  the  effective  bond  of  union,  the 
right  of  each  individual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scrip- 
ture testimony,  relating  to  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  accord- 
ing to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own  mind,  uncontrolled  by  the 
arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fallible  fellow  men,  hath  been 
both  tacitly  and  explicitly  admitted.  That  the  said  society  so 
continued  until  lately,  when  a  few  individuals  who  had  long  been 
continued  in  important  stations,  gradually  and  covertly  began  to 
assume  an  authority  over  their  brethren,  never  delegated  to  them, 
and  attempted  to  impose  upon  the  Yearly  Meeting  a  document  in 
a  form  designed  to  operate  as  a  written  Creed,  adapted  to  suit 
their  own  particular  views,  and  perhaps  intended  also  as  an  in- 
strument of  attack  upon  some  faithful  worthy  fellow  members, 
against  whom  they  had  conceived  personal  offence*»but  subver- 
sive of  that  freedom  of  thought  and  individual  opinion  which  the 
Society  of  Friends  had  always  maintained  and  cherished  as  an 
unalienable  right.  Their  design  being  detected,  it  was  promptly 
rejected  by  the  Yearly  Meeting — and  it  soon  became  apparent 
that  a  party  was  organized,  assuming  the  character  and  title  of 
the  Orthodox,  and  a  line  of  discrimination  was  attempted  to  be 
drawn  through  the  different  meetings,  in  order  to  fill  every  active 
station  with  those  under  their  particular  influence.  In  pursuit 
of  this  plan,  they  manifested  the  most  inflexible  determination  to 
carry  their  measures,  in  order  to  bring  their  fellow  members, 
possessing  equal  rights,*under  their  control.  The  discipline  of 
the  society  was  in  many  instances  prostrated  and  obviously  vio- 
lated, as  well  to  screen  transgressors  of  -their  own  party,  as  to 
procure  the  disownment,  upon  vague  and  frivolous  charges,  of 
those  who  opposed  their  spirit  and  measures.  Approved  minis- 
ters were  publicly  opposed  in  a  disorderly  manner.  Faithful 
members  who  bore  a  testimony  against  their  systematical  declen- 
sion from  the  principles  and  practice  of  the  society,  were  not  only 
treated  with  marked  disrespect  and  contumely,  but  were  actually 
proscribed.  Thus  they  continued  their  efforts  to  monopolize  a 
power  before  unknown  to  the  society— tending  to  the  subversion 
of  individual  rights,  introducing  great  disorder  and  confusion  into 
Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  effectually  preventing  the  legi- 
timate course  of  business  therein;  particularly  in  the  city  and 
neighbourhood  of  Philadelphia,  where  the\r  chief  strength  was 
located,  until  the  arrival  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Fourth-month, 
1827,  when  their  high-handed  measures  were  pursued  to  such  an 
extent  that  it  reduced  the  great  majority  of  the  society  to  the  un- 
avoidable necessity  either  to  submit  to  their  usurped  domination, 
to  engage  in  a  contest  which  would  be  productive  of  increased 
disorder  and  confusion,  or  retire  from  the  disorderly  party  and 
take  measures  for  the  organization  and  continuation  of  the  Yearly 
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Meeting  on  its  original  principles.  That  the  first  would  have 
been  a  ▼lolation  of  conscience,  and  a  criminal  abandonment  of 
their  rights  and  those  of  their  posterity.  The  second  would  have 
been  subversive  of  their  religious  principles,  which  forbid  the 
spirit  of  strife  and  contention  among  brethren.  The  third  was 
in  unalienable  right,  guaranteed  by  the  civil  institutions  of  the 
country,  and  consistent  with  the  original  ground  and  principle  of 
the  establishment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.  Thus  recurring  to  the 
simplicity  and  example  of  their  forefathers,  in  their  early  esta- 
blishments, the  majority  of  the  society,  by  a  regular,  consistent 
and  peaceable  course  of  procedure,  sanctioned  by  the  common 
usages, and  the  spirit  of  the  institutions  of  their  country,  by  smaller 
and  larger  conferences,  and  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  Monthly 
and  Quarterly  Meetings,  the  Yearly  Meeting  has  been  settled 
agun  on  the  principles  and  according  to  the  manner  of  its  first 
institution,  and  is  now  restored  to  its  wonted  harmony  and  con- 
sistency of  movement  in  its  regular  course  of  business,  com- 
prising full  three-fourths  of  the  whole  body  of  its  former  members, 
who  are  united  in  the  exercise  of  the  same  system  of  discipline, 
maintaining  the  same  testimonies,  and  holding  the  same  religious 
faith  as  their  forefathers  and  the  ancient  Society  of  Friends  did— • 
leaving  to  their  own  course,  undisturbed  by  them,  those  disor- 
derly persons  who  adopted  an  opposite  and  adverse  line  of  pro- 
cedure, and  who  have  assumed  the  name  of  Orthodox,  and  have 
by  every  means  within  their  reach,  endeavoured  to  prejudice  the 
public  mind  against  the  society,  and  to  extend  their  influence  into 
the  country  meetings,  far  and  near,  and  have  succeeded  in  gaining 
over  a  few  in  almost  every  of  the  country  meetings;  in  some  per- 
haps a  third  part,  in  others  a  fourth  or  fifth,  and  in  others  still 
fewer,  even  down  to  a  twenty-fifth  of  the  whole  number.  These 
small  fragments,  changing  and  combining  themselves  into  what- 
ever form  will  best  suit  their  purposes,  affect  to  lay  down  and  set 
up  meetings,  as  by  a  stroke  of  the  pen,  and  in  the  exercise  of  a 
pretended  and  usurped  authority,  which  they  utterly  deny,  have 
promulgated  what  they  term  papers  of  disownmcnt  against  the 
great  majority  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  individually,  on  a  variety 
of  vague  and  unfounded  charges,  which  the  code  of  their  disci- 
pline never  contemplated,  and  for  which  it  furnishes  them  no 
rule.  Thus  in  some  cases  two,  three,  or  four  male  members 
within  the  limits  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  have  proceeded  and  are 
proceeding,  with  the  help  of  their  party  in  other  neighbourhoods, 
to  issue  what  they  call  papers  of  disownment  against  the  majority 
in  their  neighbourhoods,  amounting  in  some  cases  to  fifty  or  an 
hundred,  and  these  measures  have  been  pursued  evidently  with 
the  view  to  appropriate  to  the  exclusive  use  of  their  party,  the 
property  of  the  society.  As  the  Friends,  although  a  large  ma- 
jority, by  no  means  wish  to  restrain  the  rights  of  conscience,  and 
as  the  Orthodox  party  profess  a  dissent  from  them  in  religious 
principle,  they  have  not  desired  to  take  advantage  of  them  on  that 
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ground,  and  have  therefore  in  many  instances  (as  was  the  case  in 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield)  made  oYcrtures  to  them  for 
an  amicable  adjustment  in  relation  to  property,  conformably  to 
the  principles  of  justice  and  equity;  but  the  Orthodox  party  have 
treated  these  offers  with  neglect,  declaring  themselves  alone  to 
be  the  true  Orthodox  Church,  in  whom  all  the  rights  and  property 
of  the  society  arc  vested — bestowing  upon  Friends  many  false  and 
unfounded  charges  and  reproachful  names,  implying  heresy,  un- 
soundness of  faith,  infidelity.  Sec.  That  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson  was  not  the  treasurer  of  the  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  on  the^  2nd  day  of  Fourth- 
month,  1828,  nor  has  he  been  at  any  time  since*  That  having 
voluntarily  withdrawn  himself  from  the  communion  of  the  Society 
of  Friends,  and  attached  himself  to  the  said  Orthodox  party,  he 
was  in  due  form  released  from  the  said  office  by  a  minute  of  the 
meeting,  of  which  he  has  been  regularly  informed,  and  Stacy 
Decou  appointed  his  successor,  to  whom  as  the  regular  and  law- 
ful treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  he  ought  to  deliver  the  said  bond 
and  mortgage,  and  the  other  papers  and  funds  belonging  to  the 
society.  That  the  said  money. secured  by  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage  of  your  orator,  is  the  sole  and  exclusive  property  of 
the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks, 
and  not  the  property  of  any  Monthly,  Quarterly,  or  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Friends,  and  that  it  is  under  the  sole  and  exclusive  control 
care,  and  management  of  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  and  of  no  other  association,  meet- 
ing, body  of  men,  or  corporation.  That  in  the  said  Chesterfiield 
Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  the  minor  party 
assuming  the  name  of  the  Orthodox  party,  have  separated  from 
the  majority,  who  still  claim  and  are  entitled  to  the  primary  and 
ancient  title  of  Friends,  and  have  endeavoured  to  bestow  upon 
them  the  name  of  Hicksites,  but  which  term  the  said  Society  of 
Friends  altogether  disclaim,  and  deny  that  they  are  the  followers 
of  any  man  or  any  set  of  men;  but  are  endeavouring  conscien- 
tiously to  maintain  the  regular  discipline  and  government  of  the 
Society  of  Friends*— that  they  believe  in  the  doctrines  of  the 
christian  religion  as  set  forth  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  pro- 
fessed by  ancient  Friends.  That  the  pretended  Orthodox  party 
in  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  are  an  acknowledged 
minority— have  voluntarily  withdrawn  and  separated  themselves, 
individually,  from  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  in  the  institution 
of  the  said  suit,  have  violated  the  discipline  of  the  said  society, 
which  enjoins  the  settlement  of  differences  about  property,  by  ar- 
bitration, and  forbids  ^brother  to  go  to  law  with  brother."  And 
the  said  Stacy  Decou  insists,  that  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and 
interest,  which  belonged  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  in  the 
said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  money  thereby  secured,  was, 
and  is,  as  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  and  as  trustee  of  the  Ches- 
terfield Preparative  Meeting,  and  he  being,  by  the  lawful  act  of 
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the  regular  and  lawful  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  who  have 
the  lawful  right  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  said  fund,  and 
the  appointment  of  the  said  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund, 
without  appeal  or  control,  before  the  institution  of  the  said  suit, 
released  from  the  office  of  such  treasurer,  and  Stacy  Decou  ap- 
pointed his  successor,  he  the  said  Stacy  Decou  is  therefore  en- 
titled ai  his  successor  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  to 
receive  the  money  due  thereon,  which  he  insists  your  orator  must 
not  pay  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  claims  the  right  to 
bring  suit  against  him  il  he  does. 

And  your  orator  under  the  circumstance  aforesaid,  is  in  danger 
of  being  greatly  harassed  on  account  of  the  said  bond  and  mort- 
gage, and  the  money  due  thereon,  and  cannot  safely  pay  the  same 
without  the  aid  of  this  honourable  court.  7b  the  end  therefore^ 
that  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  and  their 
confederates,  may  severally,  according  to  the  best  and  utmost  of 
their  respective  knowledge,  remembrance,' information,  and  belief, 
in  the  form  and  according  to  the  practice  of  this  court,  full,  true^ 
perfect,  and  distinct  answer  make,  to  all  and  every  the  matters 
aforesaid,  and  that  as  fully  as  if  the  same  were  here  repeated  and 
they  particularly  interrogated  thereto — and  that  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson  itnd  Stacy  Decou  respectively,  may  set  forth  to  whom 
the  said  bond  and  mortgage  belongs,  and  to  whom  the  money 
due  thereon  is  due  and  payable,  and  may  be  decreed  to  interplead 
and  adjust  their  said  several  claims  and  rights  between  them- 
selves. Your  orator  hereby  offering  to  account  for  and  pay  the 
said  principal  sum  and  interest  accruing  thereon,  now  due  from 
him  to  such  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  us 
the  same  shall  appear  of  right  to  belong  and  be  payable,  on  being 
indemnified  by  this  court  in  so  doing,  or  to  pay  the  same  into  this 
court  to  be  disposed  of  as  this  court  shall  direct,  and  that  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  may  be  restrained  by  the  order  and  injunc- 
tion of  this  court  from  the  further  prosecution  of  the  said  suit  so 
commenced  by  him  against  your  orator.  And  tliat  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou  may  be  restrained  from  all 
other  proceedings  at  law  or  equity  whatsoever  against  your  ora- 
tor, touching  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit,  or  any  of  them — 
and  that  your  orator  may  have  such  further  and  other  relief  in 
the  premises  as  to  you  shall  seem  meet,  and  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  require.  May  it  please  you  to  grant  unto  your  ora- 
tor not  only  the  writ  of  the  state,  of  injunction,  issuing  out  of 
and  under  the  seal  of  this  court,  to  be  directed  to  the  said  Joseph 
H^drickson,  to  restrain  him  from  proceeding  against  your  ora- 
tor, touching  any  of  the  matters  in  question,  but  also  the  writ  of 
the  state  of  New  Jersey  of  subpitna  to  be  directed  to  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decou,  and  to  the  confederates, 
when  discovered,  thereby  commanding  them  and  every  of  them, 
at  a  certain  day  and  under  a  pain  to  be  therein  limited,  person- 
ally to  be  and  appear  before  you,  in  this  honourable  court ^  and 
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then  and  there  full,  true,  direct,  and  perfect  answer  ifaake,  to  all 
and  singular  the  premises,  and  further  to  stand  to  perform  and 
abide  such  further  order,  direction,  and  decree  therein,  as  to  you 
shall  seem  meet.     And  your  orator  shall  ever  pray,  Sec 

Garuktt  D.  Wall,  Solicitor ^  and  of 
Counsel  with  Complainant. 

NEW  JERSEY,  to  wit:  Thomas  L.  Shot  well,  the  above 
complainant,  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of 
taking  an  oath,  and  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  saith,  that 
this  bill  is  not  exhibited  by  the  consent  or  combination  of  either 
of  the  defendants  in  the  above  bill  mentioned,  but  merely  of  his 
own  free  will,  for  relief  in  this  honourable  court,  and  further 
saith  not. 

Affirmed  at  > 

this  3 1st  of  July,  1829,. before  me.) 


In  Chancery^  New  Jersey. 

Thomas  L.  Shotwbll,  Complt.  ^      Answer  of  Hen- 

and  >     drickson  to  Bill 

Joseph  Hbndriokson  &  al.  Defts.       }      of  interpleader. 

Wood,  Solicitor. 
Filedf  October  3,  1829,  John  Wilson,  Clerk. 


77ie  answer  of  Joseph  Hendriekson^  Defendant^  to  the  Bill  of  Inter- 
pleader  of  Thomas  L.  ShotweU^  Complainant. 

This  Defendant  now  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  saving  and 
reserving  to  himself  all  benefit  of  exception  to  the  errors  and 
imperfections  in  the  complainant's  bill  for  answer  thereto  never- 
theless, or  to  such  parts  thereof  as  this  defendant  is  advised  is  in 
any  wise  material  for  him  to  make  answer  unto,  he  answering, 
says,  he  admits  it  to  be  true  that  in  the  year  1792,  certain  per- 
sons styling  themselves  members  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of 
the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  in  the  township  of 
Chesterfield,  in  the  county  of  Burlington,  and  state  of  New  Jer- 
sey, signed  the  subscription  and  made  the  promises  in  the  said 
bill  set  forth,  but,  for  greater  certainty,  your  orator  begs  leave  to 
refer  to  the  original  subscription  paper  when  produced;  he  also 
admits  that  a  large  sum  of  money  was  raised  by  means  thereof, 
and  that  an  additional  sum  was  raised  in  the  year  1792;  but  the 
precise  amount  of  the  said  sums,  this  defendant  does  not  know, 
but  presumes  they  are  correctly  set  forth  in  the  said  bill.-  He 
admits  that  the  said  fund  continued  as  a  permanent  fund,  under 
the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school,  chosen  from  time 
to  time  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  by  them  laid  out  or 
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(lent  on  intcreitias  they  judged  would  best  secure  an  interest  until 
the  year  1831.     He  also  admits  that  the  said  Samuel  Middleton 
continued  the  treasurer  of  the  said  fund  until  the  year  1813,  when 
Joshua  W.  Satterthwait  was  appointed  by  the  said  Chesterfield 
PreparatiTC  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  to  succeed  him,  who  con- 
tinued treasurer  until  Tenth-month,  in  the  year  1816,  when  this 
defendant  was  appointed  by  said  Preparative  Meeting  to  succeed 
him.     This  defendant  also  admits  that  the  loan  of  two  thousand 
dollars  was  made  to  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwcll,  and  the  bond 
and  mortgage  given  and  executed  by  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shot- 
well  as  set  forth  in  the  said  bill  of  interpleader,  but  for  greater 
certainty,  he  begs  leave  to  refer  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
which  he  is  ready  to  produce — and  this  defendant,  in  further  an- 
swering, admits  that  the  association  styled  or  called  the  Prepara- 
tive Meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  and  the 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  and  the  Prepa- 
rative Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  arc  one  and  the  same 
auociation,  and  not  other  or  divers,  and  that  the  moneys  so  loaned 
to  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  and  secured  by  said  bond  and 
mortgage,  was  not  the  proper  money  of  this  defendant  in  his  own 
right,  but  was  part  of  the  permanent  fund  created  as  aforesaid, 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school,  chosen 
hj  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  that  the  Chesterfield  Prc- 
ptrative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  chose  trustees  of  the  said  school 
fund — and  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  says,  that  he  ad- 
mits it  to  be  true,  that  on  the  31st  day  of  First-month,  1828,  cer- 
tain persons  alleging  themselves  to  be  trustees  of  Friends'  school 
of  Chesterfield,  established  at  Crosswicks,  made  a  report  to  certain 
persons  claiming  to  be  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of 
Friends  at  Crosswicks,  aforesaid,  of  the  tenor  and  purport  set 
forth  in  said  bill— -but  this  defendant  denies  that  they  were  really 
and  truly  such  trustees  and  such  Preparative  Meeting  as  had  the 
lawful  control  over  the  said  school  fund.     He  denies  that  they 
were  identified  in  regular  and  due  succession  with  the  trustees 
and  Preparative  Meeting  in  existence,  when  the  said  sum  was 
loaned  to  the  complainant,  and  the  said  mortgage  given  to  this 
defendant,  and  he  denies  that  they  were  authorized  and  entitled 
to  appoint  a  treasurer  to  receive  said  money.    This  defendant 
admits  that  the  said  Stacy  Decou  called  on  this  defendant  for  the 
books,  obligations,  papers,  and  funds  in  his  hands  as  such  trea- 
surer, and  that  he  refused  to  give  them  up,  and  he  insists  that 
the  said  Stacy  Decou  had  not  then,  and  still  has  not  any  title  to 
receive  the  same.    And  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  ad- 
mits that  the  said  association  styling  themselves  the  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  may  claim  to  be  at  least  two- 
thirds  of  the  original  subscribers  and  contributors  to  the  said 
school  fund,  and  of  their  lawful  representatives,  and  to  be  a  ma- 
jority of  the  regular  and  lawful  members  of  the  Preparative 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  or  people  called  Quakers,  at 
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do  not  believe  he  partakes  of  the  divine  as  well  as  human  nature, 
that  he  is  of  one  and  the  same  essence  with  Grod,  with  that  su- 
preme and  omnipotent  Being,  who  presides  over  and  governs  the 
universe. 

In  respect  to  the  second  religious  doctrine  above  mentioned, 
the  Hicksite  party  deny  the  doctrine  of  atonement,  above  set  forth, 
and  they  contend  and  believe  that  man  may  have  access  to  his 
God,  without  any  mediator.  They  contend  that  the  crucifixion 
and  sufferings  of  Christ,  if  an  atonement  at  all,  were  an  atone- 
ment only  for  the  legal  sins  of  the  Jews. 

In  respect  to  the  third  doctrine  above  mentioned,  the  Hicksite 
party  deny  the  certainty  and  divine  inspiration  of  the  holy  scrip- 
tures, and  hold  that  they  contain  doctrines  and  injunctions  which 
are  incorrect,  and  that  they  are  a  mere  shadow.  These  discre- 
pancies in  religious  doctrine  are  radical  and  all  important,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  his  party,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  principles  and  tenets  of  religion  as  held  by  the  ancient 
fathers  of  this  religious  society.  The  Orthodox  party  firmly  be- 
lieving that  the  doctrines  entertained  by  the  Hicksite  party  strike 
at  the  foundation  and  main  pillars  of  the  Christian  system — that 
in  consequence  of  those  differences  in  doctrine,  the  Hicksite  party 
are  not  in  the  same  faith  with  them  and  the  ancient  religious 
Society  of  Friends.  And  in  and  by  the  said  bill,  he  further  pre- 
tends, that  during  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
held  in  Philadelphia,  commencing  on  the  third  Monday  of  April, 
1827,  at  the  hour  of  ten  in  the  morning,  according  to  the  consti- 
tution and  rules  of  the  society,  the  Hicksite  party  held  several 
private  irregular  meetings,  at  which  no  one  attended  or  was  in- 
vited to  attend,  except  their  own  party,  in  which,  after  adverting 
to  the  irreconcilable  difference  in  opinion  and  doctrine  between 
the  two  parties,  and  to  some  confusion  and  disorder  which  they 
themselves  had  occasioned  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  but  improperly 
ascribed  to  the  Orthodox  party,  they  stated  that  the  period  had 
fully  come,  in  which  they  ought  t6  look  towards  making  a  quiet 
retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,  alluding  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing aforesaid,  and  they  therefore  recommended  to  the  members 
of  their  party,  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentous  subject,  and  to 
adopt  such  a  course  as  truth,  under  a  solid  and, solemn  delibera- 
tion, should  point  to — that  at  this  sitting  the  Yearly  Meeting  re- 
gularly closed  its  business  and  adjourned  to  meet  again  the  next 
year,  on  the  third  Monday  of  April,  the  usual  time  specified  in 
its  constitution.  That  in  June,  1827,  the  said  Hicksite  party, 
pursuant  to  the  determination  formed  by  them,  at  such  their  ir- 
regular private  meetings,  held  another  private  meeting  of  their 
own,  none  but  their  own  party  being  invited  to  attend,  at  which 
they  resolved  upon  and  prepared  an  address  for  the  members  of 
their  own  party,  proposing  for  their  consideration  the  propriety 
and  expediency  of  holding  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Friends  in  unity 
with  themselves,  and  recommended  to  the  Quarterly  and  Monthly 
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Meetings  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  to  appoint  representativei 
to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  of  October,  then 
ntxtf  with  other  members  favourable  to  their  views,  there  to  hold 
a  Yearly  Meeting.  That  some  of  the  members  of  a  number  of 
Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings,  under  the  control  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  tlie  regular  and  constitutional  Yearly  Meeting  of  Phila- 
delphia, aforesaid,  vrhich  members  belonged  to  the  said  Hicksite 
party,  accordingly  met  at  Philadelphia  on  the  third  Monday  in 
October  aforesaid,  and  then  and  there  irregularly  and  contrary 
to  the  discipline,  constitution  and  government  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  formed  a  new  Yearly  Meeting  of  their  own,  which  was 
adjourned  by  them  to  the  second  Monday  of  April,  then  next. 
That  at  that  time  they  held  their  new  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the 
Orthodox  party  held  their  regular  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  on  the 
Monday  following,  pursuant  to  the  adjournment  of  the  previous 
year— which  always  has  been  and  still  is  recognised  by  the  ancient 
and  primary  Yearly  Meeting  of  London,  the  great  and  primary 
Yearly  Meeting  of  this  religious  society  in  England,  where  the 
■ect  first  arose,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  holds  no  intercourse  or  correspondence  with  the  Hicksite 
party.  That  the  Hicksite  and  Orthodox  parties  aforesaid  are 
completely  and  absolutely  divided  and  separated,  not  only  in  re- 
gard to  fundamental  religious  doctrines,  but  also  in  government 
and  in  fact,  as  well  as  religious  belief.  They  no  longer  form  two 
parties  of  the  same  religious  society,  but  two  separate  distinct 
religious  societies  and  communities — the  schism  is  complete;  the 
Hicksite  party  have  seceded  not  only  from  the  faith  but  from  the 
religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  being  continued 
by  the  Orthodox  party,  they  are  identified  with  them  by  regular 
and  due  succession.  That  these  religious  dissentions  and  divi- 
sions exist  in  the  Preparative,  Monthly,  and  Quarterly  Meetings 
at  Crosswicks  aforesaid — that  the  two  parties  there  hold  separate 
and  distinct  meetings  for  business  and  worship,  the  Hicksite 
party  being  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  new  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  to  which  they  have  attached  themselves, 
baTing  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  ancient 
Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  and  the  Orthodox  party  being  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia  aforesaid,  which  is  now  held  and  formed  by  them  as 
aforesaid,  and  still  continues  to  hold  its  annual  meetings  at  the 
regular  constitutional  period  as  aforesaid,  which  Yearly  Mceiinp 
disowns  and  does  not  recognise  the  said  Preparative  MeotiTii^  at 
Crosswicks,  held  by  the  Hicksite  party,  and  the  said  Preparative 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks  having  themselves  renounced  the  juris- 
diction and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  and 
being  disowned  by  them,  is  not  of  and  does  not  belong  to  the 
ancient  and  established  religious  Society  of  Friends  or  people 
called  Quakers,  and  is  not  identified  with  the  Preparative  Meeting 
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of  Chesterfield  aforesaid,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  school 
fund  aforesaid  was  created,  and  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  was 
executed  by  your  orator.  And  on  the  contrary  the  Preparative 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks  composed  of  the  Orthodox  party,  to  which 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  belongs,  still  adhering  to  the  faith 
of  their  fathers,  and  continuing  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control 
of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  are  identified  in 
regular  succession  and  continuances  with  the  old  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  which  was  in  existence  when  the  said 
school  fund  was  created,  and  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  were 
given,  and  are  entitled  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  property  held  in 
trust  as  aforesaid,  for  the  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  and  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  said  school  fund— and  he  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson 
threatens  and  intends  to  proceed  in  this  court,  and  is  proceeding 
to  recover  the  money  so  due  upon  the  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
as  is  herein  before  stated  and  set  forth. 

And  the  said  Stacy  Decou  claiming  to  be  the  successor  of  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  as  treasurer,  as  aforesaid,  pretends  and 
insists, — that  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  are  a  well  known 
denomination  of  Christian  professors,  who  became  associated 
under  that  name,  about  the  middle  of  the  17th  century — that  they 
early  adopted  a  system  of  discipline  which  has  continued  in  use 
ever  since;  the  rules  and  regulations  of  which  relate  partly  to  the 
preservation  of  a  decent  and  comely  order  in  its  internal  polity, 
partly  to  the  observance  of  the  principles  of  morality  and  justice, 
by  all  belonging  to  it,  and  partly  to  the  maintenance  of  its  pecu- 
liar testimonies— which  rules  are  subject  to  alterations  by  the 
society,  and  have  been  revised  and  altered  from  time  to  time,  as 
the  circumstances  of  the  society  have  appeared  to  require.  The 
Society  of  Friends,  in  reference  to  its  members,  is  a  pure  demo« 
cracy — all  its  members  having  equal  rights;  neither  ministers, 
elders,  overseers,  or  clerks  having  any  pre-eminence  over  their 
brethren.  That  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  in  England, 
and  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  this  country,  are 
wholly  independent  of  each  other,  both  in  their  establishment  and 
government,  and  their  authority.  The  ground  of  association  in 
the  capacity  of  a  church,  originating  in  individual  minds— when 
their  forefathers  first  settled  in  this  state,  they  adopted  the  prac- 
tice of  meeting  together  for  the  purpose  of  divine  worship,  where 
a  few  were  settled  near  to  each  other,  first  in  each  other's  houses, 
and  afterwards  in  suitable  places,  provided  by  them  for  that  pur- 
pose. Recurring  to  the  benefits  which  they  had  experienced  in 
England  from  their  association  in  Monthly  Meetings,  as  their 
numbers  increased  they  established  such  meetings  among  them- 
selves, for  the  exercise  of  brotherly  care  over  each  other,  and 
over  the  youthful  and  inexperienced,  and  for  mutual  edification — 
for  restraining,  by  the  power  and  authority  of  love,  any  observable 
tendency  to  a  departure  from  correctness  of  conduct,  and  for  the 
discreet  and  orderly  maintenance  of  the  character  of  the  society 
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as  a  sober  and  religious  community.  Soon  after  this  the  members 
of  the  Monthly  Meeting  thus  established  at  Burlington,  believing 
that  an  advantage  vrould  arise  from  a  general  association  of  the 
brethren  from  the  different  settlements,  within  convenient  dis- 
tance, once  a  year,  appointed  a  time,  and  sent  invitations  to  their 
friends  to  meet  on  this  interesting  occasion.  Thus  the  Yearly 
Meeting  was  first  established  at  Burlington,  originating  from  the 
motion  of  a  single  Monthly  Meeting,  which  was  enlarged  by  an 
association  with  those  of  their  friends  of  the  like  religious  per- 
suasion in  other  parts  of  this  state  and  Pennsylvania,  which  has 
continued  to  the  present  period,  with  various  changes  of  the  time 
and  place  of  meeting  as  deemed  expedient  by  the  Society  of 
Friends.  Quarterly  Meetings  also,  composed  of  several  Monthly 
Meetings  within  convenient  distance  of  each  other,  were  esta- 
blished— ^not,  however,  possessing  any  power  over  Monthly  Meet- 
ings further  than  to  advise  and  assist  them  in  difficult  cases  on 
their  application;  and  it  is  believed,  that  in  no  instance  whatever, 
has  any  Yearly,  Quarterly,  or  Monthly  Meeting,  undertaken  to 
exercise  any  right  or  control  over  the  property  belonging  to 
another  meeting.  The  executive  power,  as  relates  to  discipline, 
is  lodged  in  the  several  Monthly  Meetings.  The  Quarterly 
Meeting^  are  merely  a  larger  meeting  of  the  members  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings,  to  which  the  Monthly  Meetings  composing 
them,  severally  report  their  general  state,  and  occasionally  ask 
ad¥ice  and  aid  in  cases  of  difficulty.  The  Yearly  Meeting  is  a 
still  larger  collection  of  members  of  the  same  Monthly.  Meetings, 
which  are  represented  through  the  different  quarters  by  members 
therein  appointed,  merely  as  organs  of  communication,  and  that 
all  parts  of  the  society  may  be  represented,  but  not  placing  in 
their  hands  any  control  over  their  brethren,  the  power  remaining 
at  large  in  the  brethren,  the  great  democratic  body,  to  whom  only 
the  name,  title,  and  authority  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  belong.  In 
the  Yearly  Meeting  such  regulations  as  from  time  to  time  appear 
expedient,  and  tend  to  the  good  of  the  whole  society,  are  pro- 
posed and  agreed  upon,  which  are  comprehended  in  what  is  called 
a  Book  of  Discipline,  and  all  cases  arc  resulted  by  the  verbal  or 
silent  acquiescence  of  the  members  collected,  and  not  by  any 
order  of  members  as  having  a  rank  or  authority  in  the  body  above 
others.  If  any  new  proposition  is  made,  which  does  not  accord  with 
the  views  of  the  meeting  generally,  the  same  is  suspended  or  dis- 
missed. It  does  not  review  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior  meet- 
ings, except  in  cases  of  appeal,  where  a  member  considers  himself 
aggrieved  by  a  Monthly  Meeting  in  disowning  him;  and  recourse 
ii  seldom  had  to  it  except  for  advice  in  cases  of  uncommon  diffi- 
culty, occasionally  arising  in  Monthly  or  Quarterly  Meetings. 
The  Society  of  Friends  acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ,  and  no 
principle  of  authority  or  government  in  the  church,  but  his  love 
operating  on  the  heart,  and  thence  influencing  the  judgment  and 
producing  a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sympathy,  and  condescen- 
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sion  to  each  other—apd  has  been  generally  preserYed  in  a  great 
degree  of  harmony  until  a  recent  period*  The  great  fundamen- 
tal principle  of  the  society,  the  divine  light  operating  on  the  soul, 
being  acknowledged  by  all  as  the  effective  bond  of  union,  the 
right  of  each  individual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scrip- 
ture testimony,  relating  to  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  accord- 
ing to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own  mind,  uncontrolled  by  the 
arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fallible  fellow  men,  hath  been 
both  tacitly  and  explicitly  admitted.  That  the  said  society  so 
continued  until  lately,  when  a  few  individuals  who  had  long  been 
continued  in  important  stations,  gradually  and  covertly  began  to 
assume  an  authority  over  their  brethren,  never  delegated  to  them, 
and  attempted  to  impose  upon  the  Yearly  Meeting  a  document  in 
a  form  designed  to  operate  as  a  written  Creed,  adapted  to  suit 
their  own  particular  views,  and  perhaps  intended  also  as  an  in- 
strument of  attack  upon  some  faithful  worthy  fellow  members, 
against  whom  they  had  conceived  personal  offence— but  subver- 
sive of  that  freedom  of  thought  and  individual  opinion  which  the 
Society  of  Friends  had  always  maintained  and  cherished  as  an 
unalienable  right.  Their  design  being  detected,  it  was  promptly 
rejected  by  the  Yearly  Meeting — and  it  soon  became  apparent 
that  a  party  was  organized,  assuming  the  character  and  title  of 
the  Orthodox,  and  a  line  of  discrimination  was  attempted  to  be 
drawn  through  the  different  meetings,  in  order  to  fill  every  active 
station  with  those  under  their  particular  influence.  In  pursuit 
of  this  plan,  they  manifested  the  most  inflexible  determination  to 
carry  their  measures,  in  order  to  bring  their  fellow  members, 
possessing  equal  rights,'under  their  control.  The  discipline  of 
the  society  was  in  many  instances  prostrated  and  obviously  vio- 
lated, as  well  to  screen  transgressors  of  their  own  party,  as  to 
procure  the  disownment,  upon  vague  and  frivolous  charges,  of 
those  who  opposed  their  spirit  and  measures.  Approved  minis- 
ters were  publicly  opposed  in  a  disorderly  manner.  Faithful 
members  who  bore  a  testimony  against  their  systematical  declen- 
sion from  the  principles  and  practice  of  the  society,  were  not  only 
treated  with  marked  disrespect  and  contumely,  but  were  actually 
proscribed.  Thus  they  continued  their  efforts  to  monopolize  a 
power  before  unknown  to  the  society— tending  to  the  subversion 
of  individual  rights,  introducing  great  disorder  and  confusion  into 
Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  effectually  preventing  the  legi- 
timate course  of  business  therein;  particularly  in  the  city  and 
neighbourhood  of  Philadelphia,  where  the\r  chief  strength  was 
located,  until  the  arrival  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Fourth-month, 
1827,  when  their  high-handed  measures  were  pursued  to  such  an 
extent  that  it  reduced  the  great  majority  of  the  society  to  the  un- 
avoidable necessity  either  to  submit  to  their  usurped  domination, 
to  engage  in  a  contest  which  would  be  productive  of  increased 
disorder  and  confusion,  or  retire  from  the  disorderly  party  and 
take  measures  for  the  organization  and  continuation  of  the  Yearly 
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and  expediency  of  holding  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Friends  m  unity 
with  themseWes,  and  they  recommend  to  the  Quarterly  and 
Monthly  Meetings,  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  to  appoint 
representatives  to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  of 
October,  1837,  with  other  members  favourable  to  their  views, 
there  to  hold  a  Yearly  Meeting;  that  some  of  the  members  of  a 
number  of  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings,  which  were  under 
the  control  and  jurisdiction  of  the  regular  and  constitutional 
Yearly  Meeting  at  Philadelphia  aforesaid,  which  members  be- 
longed to  the  said  Hicksite  party,  accordingly  met  at  Philadel- 
phia, on  the  third  Monday  in  October  aforesaid,  and  then  and 
there,  irregularly  and  contrary  to  the  discipline,  constitution,  and 
gO¥emment  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  formed  a  new  Yearly 
Sfeeting  of  their  own,  which  was  adjourned  by  them  to  the  second 
Monday  of  April,  1838,  just  one  week  before  the  time  for  the 
sitting  of  the  regular  constitutional  Yearly  Meeting  as  aforesaid; 
that  on  the  second  Monday  of  April,  1838,  the  Aicksite  party  held 
their  new  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the  Orthodox  party  held  the  regular 
ancient  Yearly  Meeting  {foresaid  on  the  Monday  following,  pursu- 
ant to  the  adjournment  of  the  previous  year;  that  the  regular  and 
ancient  Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  which  is  now  continued  and  held 
by  the  Orthodox  party  as  aforesaid,  always  has  been  and  still  is 
recognised  by  the  ancient  and  primary  Yearly  Meeting  of  Lon- 
don aforesaid,  as  a  regular  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  is  in  regular  correspondence  and  fellowship  with 
'them;  whereas  the  new  Yearly  Meeting,  formed  by  the  Hicksite 
party  as  aforesaid,  is  not  recognised  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
London  as  aforesaid,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  holds  no  intercourse  or  correspondence  with  them. 
Thus  the  Hicksite  and  Orthodox  parties  aforesaid,  arc  com- 
pletely and  absolutely  divided  and  separated,  not  only  in  regard 
to  fundamental  religious  doctrines,  but  also  in  government  and  in 
fact,  as  well  as  in  religious  belief.  They  no  longer  form  two 
parties  of  the  same  religious  society,  but  they  now  form  two  se- 
parate, distinct  religious  societies  and  communities-— the  schism 
IS  complete.  The  Hicksite  party  aforesaid,  have  seceded  not 
only  from  the  faith,  but  from  the  religious  institutions  and  go- 
▼emment  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  the  ancient  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Philadelphia  being  continued  by  the  Orthodox  party 
aforesaid,  they  are  identiBed  with  them  in  regular  and  due  suc- 
cession. 

And  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  saith,  that  these  reli- 
gious dissentions  and  divisions  aforesaid,  found  their  way  into  the 
meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks  aforesaid.  That 
the  Hicksite  parly  and  Orthodox  party  aforesaid,  there  hold  se- 
parate and  distinct  meetings  for  business  and  worship,  the  for- 
mer being  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  tlic  new  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia  aforesaid,  to  which  they  have  attached 
themselves,  having  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the 
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ancient  Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  the  latter  being  under  the  ju- 
risdiction and  control  of  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  above  men- 
tioned, now  held  and  formed  by  the  Orthodox  party  as  aforesaid, 
and  which  still  continues  to  hold  its  annual  meetings  on  the  third 
Monday  of  April,  the  regular  constitutional  period  as  aforesaid, 
which  Yearly  Meeting  disowns  and  does  not  recognise  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  held  by  the  Hicksite  party 
aforesaid.  And  this  defendant  in  further  answering,  in  respect 
to  the  pretensions  of  the  said  Stacy  Decou,  as  set  forth  in  the 
said  bill  of  interpleader,  says,  that  he  admits  that  the  Society 
of  Friends  were  formed  and  associated  under  that  name  about  the 
time  in  the  said  bill  set  forth,  and  are  a  well  known  denomination 
of  Christian  professors,  that  they  have  been  and  still  are  under  a 
system  of  discipline  which  relates  to  the  preservation  of  a  decent 
and  comely  order,  and  its  internal  polity,  to  the  observance  of  the 
principles  of  morality  and  justice  by  all  belonging  to  it,  and  to 
the  maintenance  %f  its  particular  testimonies:,  and  he  further 
says,  that  their  said  discipline  also  relates  to  the  preservation  of 
sound  religious  doctrines  among  the  members  of  the  society,  and 
among  others,  especially  to  the  preservation  of  the  doctrines  above 
stated,  as  maintained  by  the  Orthodox.  He  admits  that  the  rules 
of  discipline  have  been  occasionally  altered  as  circumstances 
might  require,  but  he  denies  that  any  alteration  in  fundamental 
religious  doctrine  has  ever  been  made;  on  the  contrary,  all  efforts 
at  such  alterations,  springing  as  they  have  occasionally  done  from 
ambition,  or  the  restless  spirit  of  innovation,  have  been  sedu* 
lously  watched  and  guarded  against.  He  admits  that  this  reli- 
gious society  acknowledge  Christ  as  their  head,  and  his  love 
operating  upon  the  heart  as  a  principle  of  authority;  that  they 
also  acknowledge  as  a  great  fundamental  principle  of  authority 
and  effective  bond  of  union,  the  divine  light  operating  upon  the 
soul,  yet  he  denies  that  as  a  religious  denomination,  they  exhibit 
the  strai^ge  anomaly  of  a  sect  of  christians  without  rules  of  dis- 
cipline, and  without  particular  religious  doctrines,  but  says  that 
under  the  direction  of  Christ  as  their  head,  and  under  the  influ- 
ence of  that  divine  light,  as  they  humbly  trust,  their  rules  of  dis- 
cipline have  been  formed  and  their  religious  doctrines  adopted. 
Though  this  Society  has  never  issued  a  formal  creed  or  regular 
confession  of  faith,  yet  they  have  established  religious  doctrines 
as  above  mentioned,  which  are  to  be  found  in  their  ancient  and 
approved  writers^— that  this  Society  freely  accords  to  every  indi- 
vidual, as  a  member  of  the  state  in  which  he  resides,  a  right  to 
judg^e  for  himself  of  the  true  meaning  of  the  Scripture  testimony, 
uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  fellow  man;  but  if 
any  member  of  this  religious  society  depart  essentially  from  the 
mode  of  government,  rules  of  discipline,  or  religious  doctrines, 
held  by  the  Society  of  Friends,  he  is  considered  as  not  being  one 
in  faith  with  them,  and  after  having  extended  due  care  for  the 
help  and  benefit  of  such  individual  without  success,  they  declare 
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the  same,  and  issue  their  testimony  accordingly;  he  will  be  ex- 
cloded  and  no  longer  considered  a  member  of  their  society.  As 
the  right  of  private  judgment  exists  in  every  man,  so  it  ought  to 
be  preserved  inviolate  to  this  and  every  other  religious  society, 
and  in  order  to  this,  it  is  vitally  important  that  they  should  have 
the  power  to  exclude  those  who  are  not  identified  with  them  in 
doctrine  and  discipline,  or  the  society  would  sink  into  a  chaotic 
and  incoherent  mass.  And  this  defendant,  in  further  answering, 
says,  that  he  denies  that  all  the  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
have  equal  rights  as  such  members,  according  to  the  ancient 
usages  and  principles  of  their  association;  on  the  contrary,  he  says 
that  ministers,  elders,  overseers,  and  other  experienced  members 
of  gfeat  weight  of  religious  character,  have  always  been  con- 
aldered  as  holding  a  degree  of  authority  in  their  meetings  for 
discipline,  not  common  to  all  the  other  members  of  the  society, 
and 'tills  superior  weight  and  influence  have  been  the  means  of 
preserving  the  society  from  the  evils  which  infidelity  and  licen- 
dousness  would  otherwise  have  introduced  among  them.  In  the 
institution  of  meetings  of  discipline,  they  are  considered  as  effec- 
tivelj  composed  of  such  only  as  are  experienced  and  exemplary 
members  of  society;  the  younger  and  less  experienced  members 
are  not  considered,  according  to  the  ancient  usages  of  this  society, 
as  having  a  right  to  sit  in  meetings  for  discipline,  unless  invited 
ao  to  do  by  the  elders  and  overseers,  and  when  so  invited,  they 
were  not  expected  to  take  an  active  part,  but  rather  to  profit  in 
silence  by  the  wisdom  and  example  of  theii;  elder  brethren,  upon 
whom  the  government  of  the  church  rested,  and  until  the  spirit 
of  revolution  invaded  the  borders  of  this  society,  they  cheerfully 
acquiesced  in  the  government  and  control  of  the  elder  and  expe- 
rienced and  spiritually-minded  brethren,  whose  long  years  of  de- 
dication to  the  service  of  the  church,  and  faithful  labours  in  the 
camp,  entitle  them  to  a  weight  and  authority,  not  accorded  to  the 
hasty  and  intemperate  thoughts  and  expressions  of  youth,  agree- 
ably to  the  injunction  of  Scripture,  '*  Ye  younger  submit  your- 
selves to  the  elder;"  and  the  sense  and  judgment  of  the  elder  ought 
to  be  received  and  considered  as  the  conclusive  and  deliberate 
determination  of  the  meeting,  without  any  reference  to  the  num- 
ber of  voices  or  the  principle  of  majorities— that  the  doctrine  of 
Biajorities,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  church  affairs,  is  an  anomaly  in 
the  religious  society  of  Friends,  unsupported  by  usage  and  prac- 
tice; that  no  question  was  ever  so  settled,  no  vote  cither  by  ballot 
or  otherwise  was  ever  so  taken  nor  proposed  to  be  so  taken,  except 
by  the  Hicksites  themselves,  who  have  prompted  many  of  the 
youth  to  think  more  highly  of  themselves  in  spiritual  matters  and 
religious  affairs,  than  they  ought,  or  was  customary  before,  and  it 
serves  among  other  things  to  mark  the  line  of  distinction  between 
them  and  the  true  Society  of  Friends — the  principle  of  majorities 
in  a  religious  society  where  birth-rights  are  admitted,  encouraging 
the  youth  to  cast  off  the  restraints  which  religion  imposes,  and 
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which  the  due  authority  of  age  and  wisdom  is  calculated  to  pre- 
serve and  support,  would,  if  admitted,  soon  endanger  the  preser- 
vation of  the  wholesome  doctrines  and  discipline  of  the  institution, 
and  would  stimulate  an  artful  and  designing  leader,  who  might 
be  ambitious  of  distinction,  fond  of  novelty,  and  wild  and  vision- 
ary in  his  conceits,  by  addressing  himself  to  the  younger  and  less 
experienced  members,  flattering  their  pride  and  prejudices,  and 
courting  their  approbation,  to  draw  them  astray  from  the  path  of 
duty  and  the  wholesome  institutions  of  their  fathers.  That  the 
clerk  in  these  meetings  is  a  very  responsible  and  weighty  officer, 
clothed  with  very  important  and  interesting  powers,  to  gather  the 
solid  determinations  of  the  meetings  upon  the  true  principles 
herein  set  forth.  It  sometimes  happens  in  large  Yearly  Meetings 
that  the  whole  extent  of  expression  in  favour  of  any  important 
subject  under  consideration,  will  be  confined  to  a  dozen  voices  or 
thereabouts,  in  an  assembly  composed  of  as  many  hundreds;  no 
vote  is  taken,  and  this  expression  would  be  deemed  by  the  clerk 
sufficient  to  authorize  him  to  make  a  minute  in  accordance  with 
the  sentiment  delivered,  but  if  after  so  many  or  even  more  voices 
had  been  heard,  two  or  three  of  the  faithful  worthy  elder  mem- 
bers should  express  an  opposition  to  such  measure,  it  would  be 
considered  a  sufficient  warrant  from  the  weight  and  authority  at- 
tending it,  for  the  clerk  to  forbear  from  making  the  minute;  the 
clerk  is  therefore  much  more  than  a  mere  recording  officer*  And 
this  defendant  in  further  answering,  says,  that  the  individuals  of  the 
people  called  Quakers,  who  emigrated  to  New  Jersey  and  Pennsyl- 
vania, were  members  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London,  and  their 
attachment  to  the  society  in  their  native  country  continued  strong 
and  ardent,  that  after  the  difficulties  incident-  to  the  formation  of 
new  colonies  were  in  some  measure  surmounted,  and  meetings  for 
divineworship  were  formed,  they  proceeded  to  organize  them- 
selves into  meetings  for  discipline  pursuant  to  the  advice  and 
direction  which  the  society  in  England  had  issued.  Preparative^ 
Monthly,  and  Quarterly  Meetings  were  successively  instituted. 
All  these  naturally  grew  out  of  the  functions  and  relations  sub- 
sisting in  the  society  where  it  was  primarily  and  fully  organized^-^ 
that  there  being  a  manifest  want  of  some  general  supervision  over 
the  whole,  some  experienced  and  judicious  Friends  assembled 
at  the  time  of  the  holding  of  the  Burlington  Monthly  Meeting, 
wrote  epistles  to  every  settlement  of  Friends  on  the  Continent  re- 
lative to  the  formation  of  a  Yearly  Meeting,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  views  and  to  obtain  the  approbation  of  the  society  at  large 
upon  the  subject,  and  a  general  concurrence  being  had,  the  first 
Yearly  Meeting  on  this  continent  was  held  in  1682,  which  has 
continued  with  some  changes  of  the  time  and  place  of  meeting, 
as  deemed  expedient  by  the  Society  of  Friends.  But  although 
this  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  was  thus  instituted,  yet  it  held 
and  acknowledged  a  strict  subordination  to  the  great  parent 
Yearly  Meeting  in  London,  in  all  matters  relating  to  the  general 
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ind  the  discipline  of  that  Yearly  Meeting^ 

wu  considered  and  acted  upon  as  the  rule  and  order  to  which  a" 
\    the  meetings  and  members  in  this  country  were  held  amenable, 
And  over  ihe  adjudications  in  important  cases  in  the  said  Yearly  », 
Meeting  here,  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London  held  appellate  juris-  " 
diction,  which  was  recognised  and  submitted  to;  but  in  process 
of  time,  the  Yearly  Meetings  in  tliis  country  having  been  firmly 
established)  and  having  made  and  adopted  rules  of  discipline  for 
the  well  ordering  of  the  inferior  meetings  under  their  control,  and    ' 
their  respective  members,  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  of  London 
ccaatd  lo  exercise  any  further  jurisdiction  over  them;  neverlhe- 
^^MS  the  Yearly  Meetings  in  this  country  and  London  are  still 
^^biidered,  with  the  exception  of  the  newly  organized  Hicksite    , 
^^Hkriy  Meetings,  as  one  compact  body  of  christian  pcofessors, 
^^nlcd  in  faith  and  doctrine,  in  the  forms  of  discipline  and  mode 
^^w  government,  and  there  is  a  regular  advisory  correspondence 
cxisiing  accordingly  with  all  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  the   true 
Society  of  Friends  in  this  country  and  London.    This  defendantv    ' 
in  further  answering,  denies  the  position  that  there  is  no  subor- 
dinntion  of  the  inferior  to  the  superior  meetings  of  discipline 
tforcsaid.     On  the  contrary,  he  says  that  Quarterly  Meetings  do' 
poistsa  a  power  over  Monthly  Meetings,  further  than  merely  (o 
idvise  and  assist  them  in  difRcult  cases  on  their  application;  that 
the  Yearly  Meeting  is  not  a  mere  organ  of  communication  with* 
out  any  controlling  power — that  an  appeal  lies  from  the  Monthly 
Meeting  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  from  which  it  is  taken,  in  the 
lut  resort,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting;  that  besides  this  appellate 
jurisdiction  which  the  superior  meetings  exercise  as  aforesaid, 
over  the  inferior  meetings,  there  is  in  the  superior  meetings  an 
original  power  of  supervision  over  the  conduct  of  the  inferior  ' 
meetings,  requiring  no  appeal  to  call  it  into  action;  he  further 
■ays  that  there  is  a  power  to  establish  and  lay  down  Monthly 
Meetings,  vested  in  the  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  to  establish  and 
hj  dawn  Quarterly  Meetings  vested  in  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

And  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  denies  that  a  few  in- 
dividuals who  had  long  been  continued   in  important  stations,   i 
gradually  and  covertly,  began  to  assume  an  authority  over  their   j 
brethren  never  delegated  to  them,  and  that  they  attempted  to  im*,  J 
pose  upon  the  Yearly  Meeting  a  document  in  a  form  designed  to 'I 
operate  as  a  written  Creed,  as  stated  in  said  bill  of  interpleader. 
On  Ihe  contrary,  he  says  that  the  document  styled   a  written   \ 
Creed,  was  only  a  selection  from  approved  and  recognised  doc«'  , 
I       irinal  writings  of  the  early  Quakers,  designed  to  place  the  prin^  [ 
ciples  and  religious  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  a  cleat"  | 
I       and  a  fair  view  before  the  public,  they  having  been  greatly  mis*' 
I       represented  by  an  anonymous  author  in  one  of  the  public  papers. 
This  defendant  denies  that  a  party  was  organized  assuming  the  ] 
character  and  title  of  the  Orthodox,  and  that  a  line  of  discrimt-, 
nation  was  attempted  to  be  drawn  through  the  different  meeting^  '. 


38 

in  order  to  fill  every  active  station  with  those  under  their  parti- 
cular influence^  and  that  in  pursuit  of  this  plan  they  manifested 
the  most  inflexible  determination  to  carry  their  measures,  in  order 
to  bring  their  fellow  members,  possessing  equal  rights,  under 
their  control — that  the  discipline  of  the  society  was  in  many  in^* 
stances  prostrated  and  obviously  violated,  as  well  to  screen  trans- 
gressors of  their  own  party,  as  to  procure  the  disownment  upon 
vague  and  frivolous  charges,  of  those  who  opposed  their  spirit 
and  measures-^that  approved  ministers  were  publicly  opposed  in 
a  disorderly  manner— faithful  members  who  bore  a  testimony 
against  their  systematical  declension  from  the  principles  mud 
practice  of  the  society,  were  not  only  treated  with  marked  disre- 
spect and  contumely,  but  were  actually  proscribed,  as  stated  in 
said  bill  of  interpleader.  On  the  contrary,  he  says  that  the  mi- 
nisters and  members  opposed,  were  those  who  were  instrumental 
in  disseminating  the  doctrines  of  Socinianism,  entertained  by  the 
Hicksite  party,  as  above  set  forth,  and  in  opposing  them  they  did 
not  violate  the  discipline  of  their  society,  but  were  carrying  it  into 
effect,  according  to  the  usages  and  in  support  of  the  true  doc- 
trines of  their  society.  And  this  defendant  denies  that  the  Hicks- 
ite party  have  settled  again  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia 
on  the  principles  of  its  first  institution  or  according  to  the  usages 
of  the  society,  in  forming  new  Yearly  Meetings  within  the  pale 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  already  subsisting;  on  the 
contrary,  those  usages  have  been  violated  by  them,  and  the  said 
Hicksite  party  have  attempted  to  displace  members  of  the  society 
holding  important  stations,  because  they  did  not  approve  of  the 
doctrines  or  Elias  Hicks,  withdrew  and  seceded  from  the  ancient 
and  established  Yearly  Meeting  at  Philadelphia  still  in  existence, 
and  formed  a  new  one  of  their  own,  contrary  to  the  order  and  dis- 
cipline and  ancient  usages  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  on  the 
ground  of  their  entertaining  doctrines  different  from  those  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,'  called  and  known  by  the  name  of  the  Ortho- 
dox party.  That  although  they  pretend  to  a  majority  of  members 
as  furnishing  the  authority  for  their  proceedings,  contrary  to  the 
usages  of  the  society  and  the  spirit  of  its  institutions,  yet  it  is  be- 
lieved that  taking  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  through  as  it  stood 
prior  to  their  secession  as  aforesaid,  they  composed  not  much 
more  than  half  of  that  body,  and  that  their  party,  taking  into  view 
the  whole  Society  of  Friends,  are  a  minority.  And  this  defen- , 
dant,  in  further  answering,  says,  that  in  respect  to  papers  of  dis- 
ownment, alluded  to  in  the  said  bill,  they  had  been  issued  against 
individuals  who  had  virtually  seceded  from  the  Society  of  Friends, 
by  uniting  themselves  with  those  who  had  irregularly  set  up  new 
meetings  under  their  newly  organized  and  irregular  Yearly  Meet* 
ing  aforesaid,  and  who  had  adopted  the  Hicksite  doctrines  afore- 
said. And  although  it  is  denied  that  the  principle  of  deciding  by 
majorities  was  ever  recognised  by  the  Society  of  Friends,  yet  in 
some  of  the  meetings  where  such  papers  of  disownment  were 
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issuedi  the  majority  has  been  against  them.     And  this  defendant 
says,  that  the  said  Orthodox  party  believing  as  they  do,  that  they 
are  the  true  Society  of  Friends,  that  the  property  owned  and  held 
by  that  society  prior  to  the  secession,  was  not  held  by  them  indi- 
Tidually,  but  under  a  solemn  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
Ince  Society  of  Friends,  they  cannot  consistently  with  their  views 
of  duty  and  of  right,  undertake  to  divide  and  apportion  it  with 
the  seceders;  but  they  conscientiously  believe  that  it  ought  still 
to  be  devoted  to  the  sacred  purposes  to  which  it  was  originally 
set  apart,  and  that  the  said  seceders,  abandoning,  as  they  have 
donei  the  faith  of  their  fathers,  ought  quietly  to  retreat,  without 
carrying  with  them  the  property  and  funds  of  the  religious  insti- 
tution from  which  they  have  thus  seceded.     This  defendant,  in 
farther  answering,  denies  that  he  has  withdrawn  himself  from  the 
true  Society  of  Friends — On  the  contrary,  he  says  that  the  said 
compbunant  and  the  said  Stacy  Decou,  are  not  members  of  the 
trae  Society  of  Friends,  and  that  the  said  Stacy  Decou  is  not  the 
lawful  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  that  the  interest  of 
this  defendant  as  the  obligee  of  the  said  bo^d  and  mortgage  and 
the  money  thereby  secured,  is  not  in  law  transferred  to  him;  he 
idnuts  that  the  said  funds  are  the  property  of  the  Preparative 
Meedng  at  Crosswicks,  but  not  of  the  alleged  Preparative  Meet- 
iag  composed  of  the  Hicksite  party  aforesaid. 

He  further  says,  that  although  the  said  Hicksite  party  have 
mtended  recently  to  disclaim  the  epithet  of  Hicksite,  yet  they 
lollowed  and  treated  him,  the  said  Elias  Hicks,  as  their  leader, 
uid  are  still  in  religious  fellowship  with  him.  He  further  says, 
that  he  does  not  believe  that  the  said  Hicksite  party  adhere  to  the 
doctrines  of  the  christian  religion  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends 
»-4uid  they  seem  of  late  unwilling  to  divulge  their  particular  re- 
ligious tenets,  and  contend  that  there  are  no  particular  religious 
doctrines  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends.  He  denies  the  with- 
drawal of  the  said  Orthodox  party  from  the  Society  of  Friends, 
bat  says  on  the  contrary,  that  they  are  identified  with  them,  and 
that  in  the  institution  of  the  said  original  suit  in  Chancery,  he 
has  not  violated  the  discipline  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  because 
the  sud  Thomas  L.  Shot  well,  the  defendant  in  that  suit,  is  not 
and  has  not  been  for  several  years  last  past  a  member  of  the  So- 
ciety of  Friends. 

This  defendant  denies  all  unlawful  combination  and  confederacy 
charged  in  said  bill. 

George  Wood,  Solicitor^  and  of 
Counsel  with  the  Defendant. 


NEW  JERSEY,  to  wrr:  Joseph  Hcndrickson,  the  above  de- 
fendant, alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  taking 
an  oath|  and  being  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn 
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afRrmatioiif  says,  that  the  matters  and  things  set  fortb  and  pon- 
tained  in  the  foregoing  answer,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  his  own 
acts  and  deeds,  are  true,  and  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  acts  and 
deeds  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  he  believes  them  to  be  true* 

Joseph  Hbndrioks'ok. 
Taken  and  affirmed  at  Trenton,  the  3nd  day  of  October,  1829, 
before  me. 

Charles  Ewivg, 
Moiier  in  Chancery, 
Jltrue  Copy.'^OHif  Wilson,  Clerk. 


In  Chancery,  New  Jersey. 


Stacy  Deoou,  ")      Answer  to 

ad«.  y     Bill  of  In- 


Thomas  L.  Shotwell.  J      terpleader. 

Wall,  Solicitor. 


} 


The  several  answer  of  Stacy  Deeou,  one  of  the  Defendants  to  the 
Bill  of  Interpleader  of  Thomas  L.  Shotwett,  Cony^lainani.' 

This  Defendant  now,  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  saving  to  him- 
self all  and  all  manner  of  benefit  or  advantage,  of  exception  or 
otherwise,  that  can,  or  may  be  had,  or  taken  to  the  many  errors, 
uncertainties,  and  imperfections  in  the  said  bill  of  Interpleader 
contained,  in  answer  thereto,  or  to  so  much  thereof  as  this  De- 
fendant is  advised  it  is  material  or  necessary  for  him  to  make  an- 
swer to,  severally  answering  saith — That  he  admits  it  to  be  true, 
that  in  the  year  1792,  certain  persons,  to  wit — Joshua  Bunting, 
Joshua  W.  Satterthwaite,  William  Abbott,  Samuel  Abbott,  Isaac 
Horner,  >fathan  Middleton,  Thomas  Lawrie,  Joseph  Forsythe, 
Gideon  Middleton,  John  Tantum,  John  Stevenson,  William  Chap- 
man, John  Abbott,  Samuel  Radford,  Henry  Allen,  John  Wright, 
Hannah  Middleton,  Ann  Lawrie,  Esther  Lippincott,  Rhoda  Til- 
lins,  Mary  Allen*  Rhoda  Robbins,  Hannah  Hankins,  Isaac  Col- 
ton,  Robert  Wright,  Alice  Merrit,  Marmaduke  Watson,  Joseph 
Bullock,  Thomas  Taylor,  Joseph  M.  Lawrie,  Jacob  Middleton, 
William  Satterthwaite,  Aaron  Wright,  Joel  Cheshire,  Elijah  Field, 
Isaac  Combes,  George  Williams,  Samuel  Clevinger,  Fretwell 
Wright,  Lydia  Moore,  and  John  Tayloiv— styling  themselves  mem- 
bers of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at 
Crosswicks,  in  the  township  of  Chesterfield,  in  the  county  of  Bur- 
lington, and  State  of  New  Jersey,  by  a  subscription  under  their 
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handsi  seTerally  promised  to  pay  on  demand,  and  in  specie,  at  the 
rate  it  then  passed,  unto  Samuel  Middleton,  then  treasurer  of  the 
school  at  Crosswicks,  aforesaid,  begun  and  set  up,  by  and  under 
the  cmre  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks, 
aforesaid,  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  Twelfth-month,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  or  to  his  successors  in  office,  the  sum  of  money  by  them 
feverally  written  against  their  names,  with  the  interest  therefor, 
at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent.— -the  principal  whereof  so  subscribed, 
to  be  and  remain  a  permanent  fund,  under  the  direction  of  the 
trastCjes  of  the  said  school,  then  or  thereafter  to  be  chosen  by  the 
said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  by  them  laid  out,  or  lent  on  interest, 
in  such  manner  as  they  shall  judge  will  best  secure  an  interest  or 
annuity; — to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  such  children  as  then 
did,  or  should  thereafter,  belong  to  the  same  Preparative  Meet- 
ing, whose  parents  are  not  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  for  their 
education.     And  in  case  the  whole,  or  any  part  thereof,  should 
not  be  wanted  for  such  purpose,  then  and  in  that  case,  the  said 
interest  or  income,  or  such  part  thereof  as  should  not  be  so  want- 
ed, to  be  applied  to  such  other  uses  of  the  said  school,  or  schools, 
then  or  thereafter  to  be  erected  by  the  said  meeting,  as  the  said 
trustees,  then  or  thereafter  to  be  appointed,  or  a  majority,  to  con- 
sist of  not  less  than  five  of  them,  shall  think  will  best  answer  the 
designs  of  the  institution :— as  by  the  original  subscriptions,  (to 
which,  when  produced,  this  defendant  asks  leave,  for  greater  cer- 
tainty, to  refer,)  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear. 

He  also  admits,  that  a  large  sum  of  money  was  raised  by  means 
thereof,  and  that  an  additional  sum  was  raised,  in  the  year  1795, 
and  that  a  contribution  was  made  thereto  by  the  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  Chesterfield,  being  the  quota  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting 
stock,  amounting  to  the  several  sums  stated  in  the  said  bill.  He 
also  admits,  that  the  said  sum  and  fund  continued  as  a  permanent 
fund,  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  sajd  school,  chosen 
from  time  to  time  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  was  by 
them  laid  out,  or  lent,  on  interest,  as  they  judged  would  best  secure 
an  interest  until  the  year  1821. 

He  also  admits,  that  the  said  Samuel  Middleton  continued  trea- 
surer of  the  said  fund,  until  the  year  1813,  when  the  said  Joshua 
W.  Satterthwaite  was  appointed,  by  the  said  Chesterfield  Prepa- 
rative Meeting,  at  Crosswicks,  to  succeed  him — who  continued 
treasurer  until  Tenth-month,  1816,  when  the  said  defendant, 
Joseph  Hendrickson,  was  appointed  by  the  said  Preparative  Meet- 
ing to  succeed  him. 

This  defendant  also  admits,  that  the  loan  of  two  thousand  dol- 
lars, part  of  the  said  permanent  fund,  was  made  to  the  said  com- 
plainant; and  to  secure  the  same,  he  made  the  bond,  and  together 
with  Elizabeth  his  wife,  also  made,  executed,  and  acknowledged 
the  deed  of  mortgage,  as  is  set  forth  and  described  in  the  said  bill 
of  interpleader ;  but  for  greater  certainty,  he  asks  leave  to  refer 
to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  when  produced. 
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And  this  defendant,  in  further  answering,  admits,  that  the  said 
association  styled  or  called  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  the  people 
called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  and  the  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  at  Crosswicks,  and  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends 
at  Crosswicks,  mentioned  in  the  said  bill,  are  one  and  the  same 
association,  and  not  other  or  divers.  And  the  moneys  so  loaned 
to  the  complainant  and  secured  by  the  said  bond  and  mortgage 
was  not  the  proper  moneys  of  the  said  defendant,  Joseph  Hendrictf 
son,  in  his  own  right,  but  were  part  of  the  permanent  fund  creat- 
ed as  aforesaid,  and  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said 
school,  chosen  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting;  and  that  the 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  at  Crosswicks  chose,  and  still 
have  the  right  to  choose  trustees  of  the  said  school  fund.  He  fur- 
ther admits  it  to  be  true,  that  on  the  3 1st  day  of  First-month,  1828, 
certain  persons,  who  this  defendant  believes  and  avers  were  trus- 
tees of  the  said  Friends'  school  of  Chesterfield  established  at  Cross- 
wicks,  made  a  report  to  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  and  that  the  said  meeting  made  a  mi- 
nute of  the  tenor  and  purport  set  forth  in  the  said  bill:  but  for 
greater  certainty,  he  asks  leave  to  refer  to  the  same,  severally, 
when  produced.  And  this  defendant  insists  that  they  had  lawful 
control  over  the  said  school  fund,  and  that  they  were  at  least  two- 
thirds  of  the  original  subscribers  and  contributors  to  the  said 
school  fund,  and  their  lawful  representatives,  and  a  lawful  majority 
of  the  regular  and  lawful  members  of  the  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers^  at 
Crosswicks ;  and  had  the  lawful  right  to  appoint  the  trustees  and 
treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  and  had  the  lawful  right  to  the  care  and 
disposition  of  the  said  fund. 

And  this  defendant  in  further  answering  admits,  that  this  defen- 
dant was  appointed  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund  by  the  said 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  to 
succeed  the  said  defendant,  Joseph  Hcndrickson,  and  that  he  call- 
ed on  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  for  the  books,  obligations,  and 
other  papers  relating  thereto,  and  also  for  such  of  the  money  as 
was  in  his  hands;  and  that  a  minute  thereof  was  made  by  the  said 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  at  the  time,  and  in  the  manner 
and  substance  set  forth  in  the  said  bill ;  but  for  greater  certaintjrt 
he  refers  to  the  minutes  of  the  said  meeting,  when  produced.  And 
he  also  admits,  that  he  served  the  complainant  with  a  copy  of  the 
said  minutes,  and  that  this  defendant,  as  the  treasurer  ofthe  sud 
school  fund,  and  the  successor  of  the  said  defendant,  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson, regularly  and  lawfully  appointed  for  that  purpose,  did 
claim  and  still  doth  claim  of  the  complainant,  the  said  sum  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  with  the  interest  due  on  the  said  bond  and  in|Ht- 
gage;  and  did  forbid  the  said  complainant  and  warn  him  not  to 
pay  the  same  to  the  said  defendant,  Joseph  Hendrickson,  alleging 
that  he  was  no  longer  the  treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  and  had  no 
right  to  receive  the  same,  as  is  suted  in  the  said  bill. 
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He  also  admits,  that  the  said  complainant  duly  paid  the  interest 
accruing  on  the  said  bond  and  mort}>agc,  up  to  the  second  day  of 
Fourth-month,  1827,  and  presumes  that  he  is,  and  always  has  been, 
ready  to  pay  the  same  subsequently  accruing,  and  the  principal, 
if  desired.  And  also  that  the  said  defendant,  Joseph  Ilendrickson, 
hath  lately  filed  his  bill  of  complaint  in  this  court  against  the  said 
complainant  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  for  the  purposes  and  with  the 
prayer  for  relief  in  the  said -bill  of  interpleader  set  forth:  and  also, 
that  in  the  charging  part  of  the  said  bill,  he  hath  set  forth  and 
illegcd  substantially  the  matters  and  pretences  cdhtsdned  in  the 
■aidbin  of  interpleader— but  for  greater  certainty,  this  defendant 
uks  leave  to  refer  to  the  same,  and  the  said  original  bill :  but 
this  defendant  denies  many  of  the  pretences  and  charges  contain- 
ed in  the  said  original  bill,  as  is  hereinafter  stated. 

And  this  defendant,  further  answering  in  manner  aforesaid,  ad- 
mits that  he  claimed  to  be  the  successor  of  the  said  defendant, 
Joseph  Hendrickson,  as  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  to 
be  entitled  to  the  said  principal  and  interest  of  the  said  bond  and 
mbrtgage,  and  that  he  insists  upon  the  matters  substantially  alleg- 
ed in  the  said  bill  of  interpleader,  and  as  are  therein  stated  to  be' 
pretended  by  him.  And  he  now  insists  and  avers,  that  he  is  the 
hwful  and  regular  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  is  law- 
hUy  entitled  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  to  receive  the 
money  due  thereon,  and  that  the  said  defendant,  Joseph  Hendrick- 
ion,  hath  no  lawful  right  thereto. 

And  this  defendant  in  further  answering  saith,  that  the  religious 
Society  of  Friends  are  a  well  known  denomination  of  christian 
professors,  who  became  associated  under  that  name  in  England, 
about  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century— that  they  early 
tdopted  a  system  of  discipline,  which  has  continued  in  use  ever 
since:  the  rules  and  regulations  of  which  relate  partly  to  the  pre- 
Mrvation  of  a  decent  and  comely  order  in  its  internal  polity ;— - 
partly  to  the  observance  of  the  principles  of  morality  and  justice, 
by  all  belonging  to  it;  and  partly  to  the  maintenance  of  its  pecu- 
liar testimonies — which  rules  are  subject  to  alteration,  modilica- 
tion  and  revision,  by  the  society,  and  have  been  revised,  altered, 
lad  modified  from  time  to  time,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  so- 
deiy  have  appeared  to  require.     The  said  society,  in  reference 
to  its  members,  is  a  pure  democracy,  all  its  members  having  equal 
rights,  as  brethren  and  sisters — neither  ministers,  ciders, overseers, 
clerks,  or  other  oflicers  having  any  pre-eminence  over  their  bre- 
thren, either  in  right,  authority,  rank  or  privilege.     The  society 
in  England  have  a  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the  society  in  this  coun- 
try have  Yearly  Meetings;  but  the  saiil  Yearly  Mcctin.^^^s  arc  wholly 
ioikpendent  of  each  other,  as  well  in  their  establishniont,  as  in 
their  government  and  authority.     The  j^round    and   foundation 
of  both,  however,  originated  in  individual  minds;  and  they  were 
formed  and  matured  by  th6  mutual  consent  and  agreement  of  the 
members  of  the  society  who  established  them.     When  the  indivi- 
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dual  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends  emigrated  from  England, 
and  first  settled  in  this  state,  where  a  few  were  settled  near  each 
other,  they  adopted  the  practice  of  meeting  together  for  divine 
worship^Hfirst  m  each  other's  houses,  and  afterward,  in  convenient 
and  suitable  places,  provided  by  them  for  that  purpose.  Recurring 
to  the  benefits  which  they  had  experienced  in  England,  from  as- 
sociations in  Monthly  Meetings,  as  their  numbers  increased,  they 
established  such  meetings  among  themselves,  for  the  exercise  of 
brotherly  care  over  each  other,  and  over  the  youthful  and  inexpe^ 
rienced,  and  fj^  mutual  edification ;  for  restraining,  by  the  power 
and  authority  of  love,  any  observable  tendency  to  a  departure  from 
correctness  of  conduct,— and  for  the  discreet  and  orderly  mainte- 
nance of  the  character  of  the  society,  as  a  sober  and  religious 
community. 

Soon  after  this,  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  which  had 
been  thus  established  at  Burlington,  believing  that  an  advantage 
would  arise  from  a  general  association  of  the  brethren  from  the 
different  settlements,  within  convenient  distance,  and  at  a  conve- 
nient place,  once  a  year,  appointed  a  time,  and  sent  invitations  to 
the  Friends  to  meet  at  Burlington,  who  accordingly  met  on  that 
interesting  occasion.  Thus  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  this  part  oC  the 
country,  was  first  established  at  Burlington,  originating  entirely 
from  the  motion  of  a  single  Monthly  Meeting,  which  in  process 
of  time,  was  enlarged  and  increased  by  an  association  with  those 
of  the  Friends  of  the  like  religious  persuasion  in  this  state  and 
Pennsylvania— which  Yearly  Meeting  has  continued  to  the  pre« 
sent  period,  with  various  changes  of  the  time  and  place  of  meet- 
ing, as  deemed  expedient  by  the  Society  of  Friends.  Quarterly 
Meetings  also,  composed  of  one  or  more  Monthly  Meetings,  with- 
in convenient  distance  of  each  other,  were  established— 4iot,' how- 
ever, possessing  any  power  over  Monthly  Meetings,  further  than 
to  advise  and  assist  them  in  difiicult  cases,  on  their  application. 
And  it  is  believed  by  this  defendant,  that  in  no  instance  whatever, 
has  any  Yearly,  Quarterly,  or  Monthly  Meeting  undertaken  to  ex- 
ercise any  right  or  control  over  the  property  belonging  to  another 
meeting. 

The  executive  power,  as  relates  to  discipline,  is  lodged  in  the 
several  Monthly  Meetings.  The  Quarterly  Meetings  are  merely 
a  larger  meeUng  of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  and 
established  by  them,  to  which  the  several  Monthly  Meetings  com- 
posing them  respectively  report  their  general  state,  and  occasion- 
ally ask  advice  and  aid,  in  cases  of  difficulty.  The  Yearly  Meet- 
ings are  only  a  larger  meeting  of  the  members  of  the  same  Monthly 
Meetings,  which  are  represented  through  the  different  quarters^ 
by  members  therein  appointed,  merely  as  organs  of  communica- 
tion, and  in  order  that  all  parts  of  the  society  may  be  represented; 
but  not  placing  in  their  hands  any  control  over  their  brethren— 
the  power  remaining  at  large  in  their  brethren — the  great  demo- 
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craUc  body,  to  whom  only  the  name,  title,  and  authority  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting  belong. 

The  superior  power,  (so  far  as  is  vested  in  man,)  remains  in 
the  individual  members  of  the  several  meetings ;  and  therefore. 
Monthly  Meetings  being  established  by  individual  members,  and 
by  mutual  consent  and  agreement  of  the  members,  delegating  to 
it  certain  powers  defined  and  regulated  by  the  rules  of  discipline, 
can  have  no  other  or  greater  powers  than  those  thus  granted.— 
Quarterly  and  Yearly  Meetings,  each  having  their  powers  and 
duties  delegated   and  defined  in  a  book  of  discipline,  can  neither 
hm  any  other  or  greater  rights  or  powers  than  those  therein 
granted  to  them.    What  is  not  thus  granted,  remains  with  the 
indif  idual  members  of  the  society^— the  original  possessors  of  the 
whole  power.     In  the  Yearly  Meeting,  such  regulations  as  froia 
time  to  time  appear  expedient,  and  tend  to  the  good  of  the  whole 
society,  are  proposed  and  agreed  upon,  and  comprehended  in  what 
is  calledja  book  of  discipline.    And  all  cases  are  resulted  by  the 
verbal  or  silent  acquiescence  of  the  members  collected,  and  not 
by  any  order  of  members,  as  having  a  rank  or  authority  in  the 
needng  above  others.     If  any  new  proposition  be  made,  which 
does  not  accord  with  the  views  of  the  meeting  generally,  it  is  sus- 
pended or  dismissed.  It  does  not,  of  right,  review  the  proceedings 
of  the  subordinate  meetings,  except  in  the  single  case  of  an  appeal 
made  by  a  member  considering  himself  aggrieved,  by  a  Monthly 
Afeeting,  in  disowning  him.  The  subordination  of  meetings  does 
not  admit  of  the  exercise  of  a  despotic  power;  the  extent  of  sub- 
ordinadon  being  defined  by  the  discipline.    And  recourse  to  it  is 
seldom  had  from  the  subordinate  meetings,  except  for  advice  in 
cases  of  uncommon  difficulty,  occasionally  arising  in  Monthly  or 
Quarterly  Meetings.  And  all  propositions,  questions,  and  matters 
properly  submitted  to  any  Preparative,  Monthly,  Quarterly,  or 
other  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  as  well  in  relation  to  the 
religious,  as  the  temporal  affairs  of  the  Society,  arc  resulted  and 
determined  by  the  voice  or  consent  of  the  majority  present,  ascer- 
tained either  by  their  expressed  assent,  or  silent  acquiescence. 

The  Society  of  Friends  acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ,  and 
no  principle  of  authority  or  government  in  the  church,  but  the 
love  and  power  of  God,  operating  on  the  heart,  and  thence  influ- 
encing the  judgment,  and  producing  a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly 
sympathy,  and  condescension  to  each  other.  The  great  funda- 
mental principle  of  the  Society — the  divine  light  and  power  ope- 
rating on  the  soul— being  acknowledged  by  all  its  members  as  the 
effective  bond  of  union — the  right  of  each  individual  to  judge  of 
the  true  meaning  of  scripture  testimony  relating  to  the  doctrines 
of  Christianity,  according  to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own  mind, 
uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fallible  fel- 
low man,  hath  been  as  well  tacitly  as  explicitly  acknowledged  by 
the  society.  And  the  said  society  hath  generally  been  preserved 
in  a  great  degree  of  harmony,  until  lately;  when  a  few  individuals 
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who  had  long  been  continued  in  important  stations,  gradually  and 
covertly  began  to  assume  and  arrogate  an  authority  over  their 
brethren  never  delegated  to  them;  and  attempted  to  impose  upon 
the  Yearly  Meeting  a  document  in  a  form  designed  to  operate  as 
a  written  creeds  adapted  to  their  own  particular  views,  and  believ- 
ed also  to  have  been  intended  as  an  instrument  of  attack  upon 
some  faithful,  worthy  fellow  members,  against  whom  they  had  con- 
ceived personal  offence,  and  subversive  of  that  freedom  of  thought 
and  individual  opinion,  which  the  Society  of  Friends  had  always 
cherished  and  maintained,  as  an  unalienable  right. 

Their  design  being  detected,  such  document  was  promptly  re- 
jected by  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  it  soon  became  manifest,  that 
a  party  was  formed  and  organized,  assuming  the  character  and 
title  ot  the  **  Orthodox;"  and  a  line  of  discrimination  was  attempt- 
ed to  be  drawn  through  the  different  meetings,  in  order  to  fill 
every  active  station  with  those  under  their  particular  influence,  or 
actuated  by  a  common  object.  In  pursuit  of  this  plan,  they  evinc- 
ed the  most  inflexible  determination  to  carry  their  measures,  and 
to  bring  under  their  control  their  fellow  members,  possessing 
equal  rights.  The  discipline  of  the  society  was  obviously  violated 
in  many  instances,  and  in  others  prostrated,  as  well  to  screen 
transgressors  of  their  own  party,  as  to  procure  the  disownment« 
upon  vague  and  frivolous  charges,  of  those  who  resisted  their 
spirit  and  measures*— approved  ministers  were  publicly  opposed 
in  a  .disorderly  manner— faithful  members  who  bore  a  testimony 
against  their  systematical  declension  from  the  principles  and  prac- 
tice of  the  society,  were  not  only  treated  with  a  marked  disrespect 
and  contumely,  but  were  actually  proscribed  and  publicly  dis- 
owned. 

Thus  they  continued  their  efforts  to  monopolize  a  power  before 
unknown  to  the  society^-^tending  to  the  subversion  of  individual 
rights — introducing  great  disorder  and  confusion,  and  effectually 
preventing  the  legitimate  and  orderly  course  of  business  in  the 
Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings;  particularly  in  the  city  and 
neighbourhood  of  Philadelphia,  where  their  chief  strength  was 
found.  These'  acts  and  proceedings  were  continued  until  the 
Yearly  Meeting  in  Fourth-month,  1827,  at  which  their  high- 
handed and  oppressive  measures  were  pursued  to  such  an  extent, 
that  it  reduced  the  great  majority  of  the  society  to  the  unavoida- 
ble necessity  of  submitting  to  their  usurped  domination,  engaging 
in  a  contest  which  would  be  productive  of  increased  disorder  and 
confusion,  or  retiring  from  the  said  disorderly  minority  party,  and 
take  measures  for  the  continuation  and  settling  of  the  Yearly  ' 
Meeting  on  its  original  principles.  The  first  course  would  have 
been  a  violation  of  conscience,  and  a  criminal  abandonment  of 
their  rights,  and  those  of  their  posterity — the  second  would  have 
been  subversive  of  their  religious  principles,  which  forbid  the 
spirit  of  strife  and  contention,  especially  among  brethren— the 
third,  however,  was  an  unalienable  right,  guaranteed  by  the  civil 
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institutions  of  the  country,  consistent  with  the  original  ground 
and  principle  of  the  establishment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
perfectly  harmonizing  with  the  fundamental  principles  and  prac- 
Uce  of  the  society. 

Recurring  thus  to  the  simplicity  and  the  example  of  their  fore- 
fathers, in  their  early  establishment  of  meetings,  and  not  seceding 
from  the  society,  a  large  majority  of  the  society  assembled  at  the 
Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  by  a  regular,  peaceable,  and  consistent 
course  of  procedure,  sanctioned  by  the  common  usages  and  the 
spirit  of  the  original  institution  of  their  meetings,  by  larger  and 
smaller  conferences — and  by  the  mutual  agreement  and  consent 
of  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  has 
been  continued,  and  is  again  peaceably  settled  on  the  principles 
and  according  to  the  manner  of  its  first  institution,  and  is  now  re- 
stored to  its  wonted  harmony  and  consistency  of  movement  in  its 
reg;ular  course  of  business^-<;omprising  full  three-fourths  of  the 
whole  body  of  its  former  members,  who  arc  united  in  the  same 
system  of  discipline — maintaining  the  same  testimonies,  and  hold- 
ing the  same  religious  faith  as  their  forefathers  and  the  ancient 
Society  of  Friends  did«*-leaving  to  their  own  course,  undisturbed 
by  them,  those  disorderly  persons  who  adopted  an  opposite  and 
adverse  line  of  procedure. 

Those  persons  assuming  the  name  of  Orthodox,  of  whom  the 
said  complainant,  in  the  original  bill,  admits  himself  to  be  one, 
have  by  various  means,  endeavoured  to  prejudice  the  public  mind 
against  the  Society  of  Friends  thus  continued  and  settled,  by  be- 
stowing upon  them  the  name  of  Ilicksite,  and  otherwise^and  to 
extend  their  influence  into  the  country  meetings  far  and  near,  and 
have  succeeded  in  gaining  over  a  few  in  almost  every  of  the  coun- 
try meetings — in  some,  perhaps  a  third;  in  others,  a  fourth  or 
fifth;  and  in  others  still  fewer,  even  down  to  a  twenty-fifth  of  the 
whole  number.  These  small  fragments,  changing  and  combining 
themselves  in  whatever  form  will  best  suit  their  purposes,  affect 
to  lay  down  and  set  up  meetings;  and  in  the  exercise  of  a  pre- 
tended and  usurped  authority  which  this  defendant  utterly  denies, 
have  promulgated  what  they  term  papers  of  disownment,  against 
many  individuals  of  the  great  majority  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
on  a  variety  of  vague  and  unfounded  charges,  which  the  code  of 
their  discipline  never  contemplated,  and  for  which  it  furnishes 
them  no  rule.  Thus,  in  some  cases,  two,  three,  or  four  male 
members  within  the  limits  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  have  proceed- 
ed|  and  are  proceeding,  with  the  help  of  their  party  in  other  neigh- 
bourhoods, to  issue  what  they  call  papers  of  disownment,  against 
the  majority  of  Friends  individually,  in  the  same  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, amounting,  in  some  cases,  to  fifty  or  a  hundred;  and  these 
sheasures  have  been  pursued,  evidently  with  a  view  to  appropriate 
the  property  of  the  society  to  the  exclusive  use  of  their  party. 

And  this  defendant  further  answering  in  manner  aforesaid,  says, 
that  the  property  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends  in  New  Jersey, 
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for  the  most  part,  belongs  to,  or  is  vested  in  trust  for  the  use  of 
the  PreparaUve  or  Monthly  Meetinj^,  established  by  the  member* 
of  the  said  society,  within  the  bounds  of  their  different  Monthly 
Meetings;  and  where  it  is  so  vested,  is  entirely  independent  of  the 
control,  authority,  or  dominion,  of  the  Quarterly  or  Yearly  Meet- 
ing; and  according  to  the  usages  and  discipline  of  the  society, 
neither  the  Quarterly  nor  Yearly  Meeting  can  in  any  way  inter- 
fere, alienate,  dispose  of,  or  control  the  same,  directly  or  indirect- 
ly. Where  the  property  of  the  society  is  vested  in  a  Preparative 
Meeting,  it  is  under  the  sole  regulation,  control,  and  disposition 
of  the  members  of  such  Preparative  Meeting,  without  any  con- 
nexion with,  or  control  of  the  Monthly,  Quarterly,  or  Yearly  Meet- 
ing, unless  otherwise  provided  for,  in  the  grant  or  title  thereof. 
That  such  property  is  usually  vested  in  trustees,{who  are  appoint- 
ed, continued,  and  have  succession  under  the  provisions  of  the 
original  deed  of  conveyance  or  declaration  of  trust,  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Preparative  or  Monthly  Meeting,  who  advance  the 
requisite  funds  for  the  purpose,  and  are  under  the  exclusive  di- 
rection and  control  of  the  Preparative  or  Monthly  Meeting,  who 
appoint  them  without  appeal,  and  without  the  control  of  any  other 
association  or  meeting  of  the  mcmbei^  of  the  society.  That  for 
many  years,  there  has  been  established  at  Crosswicks,  in  the  coun- 
ty of  Burlington,  and  state  of  New  Jersey,  a  Preparative  Meeting 
of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers, 
called  and  known  by  the  name  of  the  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends,  held  at  Crosswicks,  which  is  the  same  men- 
tioned in  the  original  bill  and  bill  of  interpleader,  and  which  has 
been,  and  still  is,  kept  up  and  continued. 

There  is  also  a  Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  established  at  the 
same  place,  the  members  of  which  became  possessed  of  a  lot  of 
land  in  the  village  of  Crosswicks,  on  which  was  erected  a  meet- 
ing house,  and  which  is  now  held  in  the  name  of  trustees  appoint- 
ed, and  to  be  appointed,  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion  shall  re- 
quire, by  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  held  in  the  same 
house  at  Crosswicks  aforesaid,  and  that  the  members  of  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting  are  also  members  of  the  said  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, and  always,  at  their  regular  meetings,  meet  at  their  meeting 
house  aforesaid.  But  in  regard  to  their  right  to  property,  they 
are  entirely  different,  independent,  and  distinct  associations— the 
one  having  no  control  over  the  other.  That  this  defendant  is  now, 
and  has  been,  for  twenty  years  and  upwards,  a  member  of  the  said* 
several  meetings.  That  previous  to  the  year  1790,  a  school  for 
the  education  of  youth  belonging  to  the  members  of  said  Prepara- 
tive Meeting,  was  established  at  the  said  village  of  Crosswicks, 
under  the  control  of  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  the  trus- 
tees of  said  school,  to  be  by  it  exclusively  appointed.  And  the 
trustees  of  the  said  school  have  always  been  appointed,  and  still 
are  appointed  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting.  And  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting  have  a  school  fund,  as  is  herein  before  stated. 
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There 'iflf  and  always  has  been,  a  treasurer  of  the  said  school 
fund,  appointed  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting:  who  holds  his 
office  at  the  pleasure  of  the  said  Preparative  Meetings — ^whose 
duty  it  is,  under  the  direction  of  the  said  trustees,  to  take  care  of 
die  laid  fund,  and  loan  the  same;  and  that  all  securities  for  such 
loans  are  taken  in  the  name  of  the  said  treasurer  and  his  succes- 
sors in  office,  and  on  his  death,  removal,  or  ceasing  to  act,  all  the 
;    i^aecurities  thus  taken,  and  books,  and  other  papers,  are,  and  ought 
to  be,  delivered  to  his  successor.    That  the  money  secured  by  the 
bond  and  mortgage  of  the  said  complainant,  and  in  the  bill  of  in- 
terpleader mentioned,  is  the  proper  money  of  the  said  permanent 
school  ftmd,  under  the  sole  and  exclusive  direction  and  control  of 
the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  the  trustees  appointed  by  it. 
That  the  said  Preparative  Meeting  always  hold  their  regular  and 
lawful  meetings  at  the  meeting  house  in  Crosswicks  aforesaid,  and 
irhen  met,  act  as  all  other  voluntary  associations  must,  by  the  de- 
cision of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  said  Preparative 
Meeting  present,  and  have  the  exclusive  right  of  judging  and  de- 
termining upon  the  qualifications,  appointing  or  releasing  their 
own  officers.)  That  on' the  thirty-first  day  of  First-month,  1828, 
at  a  lawful  meeting  of  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Friends,  held  at  the  usual  time  and  place  of  meeting,  at  Cross- 
wickSy  this  defendant  was  appointed  in  due  and  lawful  manner, 
treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  to  succeed  the  said  defendant, 
Joseph  Hendrickson:  and  as  such  successor,  became  entitled  to 
all  the  books,  obligations,  and  other  papers  which  he  had  in  his 
possession,  and  also  to  the  funds  then  in  his  hands,  and,  more  par- 
ticularly, to  the  bond  and  mortgage,  in  the  original  bill  and  bill  of 
interpleader  mentioned,  and  the  money  due  thereon.    And  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  ceased  to  have  any  right,  title,  or  claim 
thereto*    And  this  defendant  insists,  that  he  always  has  continued, 
since  his  said  appointment,  and  now  is,  the  lawful  treasurer  of  the 
said  school  fund:  and,  as  the  successor  of  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson, is  lawfully  entitled  to  have  and  receive  all  such  bonds, 
obligations,  and  mortgages,  and  the  moneys  due  thereon,  as  had 
been  taken  for  the  loan  of  any  part  of  said  fund  in  his  name,  as 
treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  or  payable  to  him,  as  such  trea- 
surer, or  his  successor. 

And  this  defendant  further  answering,  insists,  that  by  the  law 
and  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  the  rights  of  property  arc  sacred 
and  inviolate,  and  cannot  be  taken  from  an  individual,  or  a  re- 
ligious association,  without  his  or  their  consent— and,  more  espe- 
cially, that  it  cannot  be  made  to  depend  on  the  test  of  any  religious 
creed,  framed  after  its  vesting,  and  artfully  prepared  by  a  mino- 
rity, to  answer  its  purposes. 

And  this  defendant  avers  and  humbly  insists,  that  the  said  Ches- 
terfield Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  to  which 
Jie belongs,  is  the  same  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends 
at  Crosswicks,  under  whose  care  the  said  school  fund  was  placed, 
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by  the  contributors  thereto,  and  are  identified  with  them  in  due 
and  regular  succession,  and  are  a  part  of  the  ancient  Society  of 
Friends — That  they  believe  in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends,  and 
adhere  to  the  religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  Society 
of  Friends,  and  bear  the  same  cardinal  testimonies  to  the  whole 
world,  as  are  held  most  important  and  characteristic  in  the  said 
society^-among  which  arc  a  testimony  against  war — a  hireling 
ministry — against  taking  oath s^— against  going  to  law  with  bre- 
thren, ^nd  a  concern  to  observe  the  golden  rule,— ^"  Do  unto  all 
men  as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  us."  And  also,  that  the 
persons  under  whom  the  said  Joseph  Ilendrickson  claims  to  de- 
rive a  title  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  arc  a  minority  of  the 
said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  as  individuals,  and  collectiyely, 
have  voluntarily  withdrawn  themselves  and  seceded  from  the  said 
meeting,  and  have  no  longer  any  communion  therewith. 

And  this  defendant,  further  answering,  says,  that  he  admits  that 
the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Cross- 
wicks,  of  which  this  defendant  is  a  member,  holds  communication 
with  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  established  in  Philadelphia, 
which  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  in  his  original  bill,  impro- 
perly calls  the  Hicksite  party,— a  term  which  this  defendant 
utterly  denic&— -and  which  Yearly  Meeting,  this  defendant  insists, 
is  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  ancient  and  true  Society  of  Friends. 
And  this  defendant  also  insists,  that  the  questions  and  facts  in- 
troduced in  the  original  bill  of  the  said  Joseph  Ilendrickson,  in 
relation  to  the  schism  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  discrepancies 
among  them  in  regard  to  matters  of  faith  and  discipline, — ^if  they 
exist,  as  is  stated  in  the  said  original  bill,  which  this  defendant 
by  no  means  does  admib— «and  also,  in  respect  to  the  separation 
of  the  Yearly  Meetings,  cannot  lawfully  or  equitably  aifect  the 
right  to  the  fund  belonging  to  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks.  And  he  submits  to  this 
court,  that  the  only  legitimate  inquiry  before  this  court,  respects 
the  right  of  property  to  the  bond  and  mortgage  and  the  money  due 
thereon,  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  interpleader,  and  that  neither 
this,  nor  any  other  court,  have  a  right  to  institute  an  inquest  into 
the  consciences  or  faith  of  members  of  religious  societies  or  asso- 
ciations, or  subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  a  creed  prepared  by 
those  claiming  adversely,  in  order  to  disfranchise  or  to  deprive 
them  of  their  property  or  legal  rights.  And  this  defendant, 
although  he  protests  against  the  existence  and  exercise  of  the 
power  claimed  by  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  to  reside  in  this 
court,  and  by  his  original  bill  invoked,  yet  conscious  of  the  puri- 
ty of  his  own  intentions  and  conduct,  and  of  those  with  whom  he 
is  associated  in  religious  communion  and  brotherhood. -~In  re- 
spect to  the  pretences  of  the  said  Joseph  Ilendrickson,  as  set 
forth  in  his  original  bill,  this  defendant  further  answering,  saith, 
he  admits,  that  the  Society  of  Friends  were  formed  and  asso- 
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dated  under  that  name,  about  the  time  in  the  said  bill  set  forth, 
and  that  they  are  a  well  known  denomination  of  Christian  profes- 
sors-^ He  admits  that  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  said  bill 
nentionedf  was  first  held  at  the  time  and  place  stated  therein,  and 
that  the  time  and  place  of  holding  the  same  has  been  changed 
from  time  to  time  also,  as  is  stated  therein.  But  he  insists  that 
the  time  of  holding  the  same  at  present  is  not  on  the  third  Second- 
day  of  Fourth-month;  but  on  the  second  Second-day  of  the  same 
i'    month* 

ff  And  this  defendant  in  further  answering,  saith,  that  he  admits 
that  there  has  been  a  dispute  and  controversy  in  the  Society  of 
Friends,  which  has  unhappily  divided  them.  The  minority  party 
assuming  the  name  of  Orthodox  party,  and  bestowing  upon  the 
majority  of  their  brethren,  from  whom  they  have  seceded,  the 
name  of  Hicksite, — a  name  never  assumed  or  acquiesced  in  by 
the  majority  of  the  said  society,  to  which  this  defendant  belongs, 
aad  which.name  they  utterly  deny,  but  claim  that  only  o^ Friends, 
And  they  also  deny  being  the  followers  of  any  man,  or  set  of 
men— -simply  claiming  to  be  the  humble  disciples  and  followers 
of  Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  church;  and  insist  that  they  con- 
stitute and  compose  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
which  name  they  still  adhere  to,  and  allege  that  they  still  hold, 
tad  are  endeavouring  to  maintain  and  support  the  doctrines,  fun- 
damental religious  principles,  discipline,  and  rules  of  government 
of  the  ancient  and  religious  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called 
Qnakers.  And  he  denies  that  he,  this  defendant,  and  his  associates, 
have  seceded  either  from  the  faith,  or  from  the  religious  institu- 
tions and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  the  ancient 
Yearly  Meeting  in  Philadelphia.  And  he  insists  that  he,  this 
defendant,  and  his  associates  in  religious  communion,  have  always, 
and  still  do  belong  to  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of 
Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of 
the  school  fund,  of  which  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  form  a 
ptrt;  and  that  they  are  identified  with  them  in  regular  and  due 
soccession — meet  at  the  same  place  for  worship  and  discipline- 
maintain  the  same  faith,  and  support  the  religious  institutions 
«nd  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends.  And  the  complainant 
in  the  original  bill,  and  his  associates,  are  a  minority  of  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting,  and  have  seceded  therefrom,  and  individually 
withdrawn  themselves  from  communion  with  it. 

And  this  defendant  further  answering  in  regard  to  the  said  pre- 
tences of  the  said  Joseph  llendrickson,  saith,  that  he  denies,  and 
solemnly  protests  against  the  power  and  authority  claimed  by  the 
said  Joseph  llendrickson,  in  his  original  bill,  for  the  Quarterly 
or  Yearly  Meeting,  by  any  original  act  of  disclaimer  or  disown- 
mcnt,  to  disfranchise  a  member  of  the  Preparative  or  Monthly 
Meeting:  but  that  right  belongs  solely  and  exclusively,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  original  jurisdiction,  to  the  Preparative  or  Monthly  Meet- 
ingt  to  which  the  member  belongs.     And  he  insists  that  the 
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by  the  contributors  thereto,  and  are  identiRed  with  them  in  due 
and  regular  succession,  and  arc  a  part  of  the  ancient  Society  of 
Frjicnds — That  they  believe  in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends,  and 
adhere  to  the  religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  Society 
of  Friends,  and  bear  the  same  cardinal  testimonies  to  the  whole 
world,  as  are  held  most  important  and  characteristic  in  the  said 
society — among  which  are  a  testimony  against  war— a  hireling 
ministry — against  taking  oaths^— against  going  to  law  with  bre- 
thren, ^nd  a  concern  to  observe  the  golden  rule,— ^^^ Do  unto  all 
men  as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  us."  And  also,  that  the 
persons  under  whom  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  claims  to  de- 
rive a  title  to  the  said  bond  and  mortgage,  are  a  minority  of  the 
said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  as  individuals,  and  collectively, 
have  voluntarily  withdrawn  themselves  and  seceded  from  the  said 
meeting,  and  have  no  longer  any  communion  therewith. 

And  this  defendant,  further  answering,  says,  that  he  admits  that 
the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Cross- 
wicks,  of  which  this  defendant  is  a  member,  holds  communication 
with  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  established  in  Philadelphia, 
which  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  in  his  original  bill,  impro- 
perly calls  the  Hicksite  party, — a  term  which  this  defendant 
utterly  denies— and  which  Yearly  Meeting,  this  defendant  insists, 
is  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  ancient  and  true  Society  of  Friends. 
And  this  defendant  also  insists,  that  the  questions  and  facts  in- 
troduced in  the  original  bill  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  in 
relation  to  the  schism  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  discrepancies 
among  them  in  regard  to  matters  of  faith  and  discipline,— if  they 
exist,  as  is  stated  in  the  said  original  bill,  which  this  defendant 
by  no  means  does  admitH-<ind  also,  in  respect  to  the  separation 
of  the  Yearly  Meetings,  cannot  lawfully  or  equitably  affect  the 
right  to  the  fund  belonging  to  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks.  And  he  submits  to  this 
court,  that  the  only  legitimate  inquiry  before  this  court,  respects 
the  right  of  property  to  the  bond  and  mortgage  and  the  money  due 
thereon,  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  interpleader,  and  that  neither 
this,  nor  any  other  court,  have  a  right  to  institute  an  inquest  into 
the  consciences  or  faith  of  members  of  religious  societies  or  asso- 
ciations, or  subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  a  creed  prepared  by 
those  claiming  adversely,  in  order  to  disfranchise  or  to  deprive 
them  of  their  property  or  legal  rights.  And  this  defendant, 
although  he  protests  against  the  existence  and  exercise  of  the 
power  claimed  by  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  to  reside  in  this 
court,  and  by  his  original  bill  invoked,  yet  conscious  of  the  puri- 
ty of  his  own  intentions  and  conduct,  and  of  those  with  whom  he 
is  associated  in  religious  communion  and  brotherhood.— In  re- 
spect to  the  pretences  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  as  set 
forth  in  his  original  bill,  this  defendant  further  answering,  saith, 
he  admits,  that  the  Society  of  Friends  were  formed  and  asso- 
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dated  under  that  name,  about  the  time  in  the  said  bill  set  forth, 
and  that  they  arc  a  well  known  denomination  of  Christian  profes- 
•ors.  He  admits  that  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  said  bill 
mentioned,  was  first  held  at  tiic  time  and  place  stated  therein,  and 
that  the  time  and  place  of  holding'  the  same  has  been  changed 
from  time  to  time  also,  as  is  stated  therein.  But  he  insists  that 
the  time  of  holding  the  same  at  present  is  not  on  the  third  Second- 
day  of  Fourth-month;  but  on  the  second  Second-day  of  the  same 
month. 

And  this  defendant  in  further  answering,  saith,  that  he  admits 
that  there  has  been  a  dispute  and  controversy  in  the  Society  of 
Friends,  which  has  unhappily  divided  them.  The  minority  party 
assuming  the  name  of  Orthodox  party,  and  bestowing  upon  the 
majority  of  their  brethren,  from  whom  they  have  seceded,  the 
name  of  Hicksite,— a  name  never  assumed  or  acquiesced  in  by 
the  majority  of  the  said  society,  to  which  this  defendant  belongs, 
and  which.name  they  utterly  deny,  but  claim  that  only  of /Vte72d!9. 
And  they  also  deny  being  the  followers  of  any  man,  or  set  of 
men«^simply  claiming  to  be  the  humble  disciples  and  followers 
of  Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  church;  and  insist  that  they  con- 
stitute and  compose  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
which  name  they  still  adhere  to,  and  allege  that  they  still  hold, 
and  are  endeavouring  to  maintain  and  support  tlie  doctrines,  fun- 
damental religious  principles,  discipline,  and  rules  of  government 
of  the  ancient  and  religious  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called 
Quakers.  And  he  denies  that  he,  this  defendant,  and  his  associates, 
have  seceded  either  from  the  faith,  or  from  the  religious  institu- 
tions and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  the  ancient 
Yearly  Meeting  in  Philadelphia.  And  he  insists  that  he,  this 
defendant,  and  his  associates  in  religious  communion,  have  always, 
and  still  do  belong  to  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of 
Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of 
the  school  fund,  of  which  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  form  a 
part;  and  that  they  are  identified  with  them  in  regular  and  due 
succession — meet  at  the  same  place  for  worship  and  discipline- 
maintain  the  same  faith,  and  support  the  religious  institutions 
and  government  of  the  Society  of  Friends.  And  the  complainant 
in  the  original  bill,  and  his  associates,  are  a  minority  of  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting,  and  have  seceded  therefrom,  and  individually 
withdrawn  themselves  from  communion  with  it. 

And  this  defendant  further  answering  in  regard  to  the  said  pre- 
tences of  the  said  Joseph  Hcndrickson,  saith,  that  he  denies,  and 
soleninly  protests  against  the  power  and  authority  claimed  by  the 
said  Joseph  llendrickson,  in  his  original  bill,  for  the  Quarterly 
or  Yearly  Meeting,  by  any  original  act  of  disclaimer  or  disown- 
ment^  to  disfranchise  a  member  of  the  Preparative  or  Monthly 
Meeting:  but  thi.t  right  belongs  solely  and  exclusively,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  original  jurisdiction,  to  the  Preparative  or  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, to  which  the  member  belongs.     And  he  insists  that  the 
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dual  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends  emigrated  from  England, 
and  first  settled  in  this  state,  where  a  few  were  settled  near  each 
other,  they  adopted  the  practice  of  meeting  together  for  divine 
worship^-^st  m  each  other's  houses,  and  afterward,  in  convenient 
and  suitable  places,  provided  by  them  for  that  purpose.  Recurring 
to  the  benefits  which  they  had  experienced  in  England,  from  as- 
sociations in  Monthly  Meetings,  as  their  numbers  increased,  they 
established  such  meetings  among  themselves,  for  the  exercise  of 
brotherly  care  over  each  other,  and  over  the  youthful  and  inexpe- 
rienced* and  fgr  mutual  edification ;  for  restraining,  by  the  power 
and  attthoiity  of  love,  any  observable  tendency  to  a  departure  from 
correctness  of  conduct,— and  for  the  discreet  and  orderly  mainte- 
nance of  the  character  of  the  society,  as  a  sober  and  religioos 
community. 

Soon  after  this,  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  which  had 
been  thus  established  at  Burlington,  believing  that  an  advantage 
would  arise  from  a  general  association  of  the  brethren  from  the 
different  settlements,  within  convenient  distance,  and  at  a  conve- 
nient place,  once  a  year,  appointed  a  time,  and  sent  invitations  to 
the  Friends  to  meet  at  Burlington,  who  accordingly  met  on  that 
interesting  occasion.  Thus  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  this  part  of  the 
country,  was  first  established  at  Burlington,  originating  entirely 
from  the  motion  of  a  single  Monthly  Meeting,  which  in  process 
of  time,  was  enlarged  and  increased  by  an  association  with  those 
of  the  Friends  of  the  like  religious  persuasion  in  this  state  and 
Pennsylvania— which  Yearly  Meeting  has  continued  to  the  pre- 
sent period,  with  various  changes  of  the  time  and  place  of  meet- 
ing, as  deemed  expedient  by  the  Society  of  Friends.  Quarterly 
Meetings  also,  composed  of  one  or  more  Monthly  Meetings,  with- 
in convenient  distance  of  each  other,  were  established— ^ot,' how- 
ever, possessing  any  power  over  Monthly  Meetings,  further  than 
to  advise  and  assist  them  in  difficult  cases,  on  their  application. 
And  it  is  believed  by  this  defendant,  that  in  no  instance  whatever, 
has  any  Yearly,  Quarterly,  or  Monthly  Meeting  undertaken  to  ex- 
ercise any  right  or  control  over  the  property  belonging  to  another 
meeting. 

The  executive  power,  as  relates  to  discipline,  is  lodged  in  the 
several  Monthly  Meetings.  The  Quarterly  Meetings  are  merely 
a  larger  meeting  of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  and 
established  by  them,  to  which  the  several  Monthly  Meetings  com- 
posing them  respectively  report  their  general  state,  and  occasion- 
ally ask  advice  and  aid,  in  cases  of  difficulty.  The  Yearly  Meet- 
ings are  only  a  larger  meeting  of  the  members  of  the  same  Monthly 
Meetings,  which  are  represented  through  the  different  quarters, 
by  members  therein  appointed,  merely  as  organs  of  communica- 
tion, and  in  order  that  all  parts  of  the  society  may  be  represented; 
but  not  placing  in  their  hands  any  control  over  their  brethren— 
the  power  remaining  at  large  in  their  brethren — the  great  demo- 
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cratic  body,  to  whom  only  the  name,  title,  and  authority  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting  belong. 

The  superior  power,  (so  far  as  is  vested  in  man,)  remains  in 
the  individual  members  of  the  several  meetings ;  and  therefore, 
Monthly  Meetings  being  established  by  individual  members,  and 
by  mutual  consent  and  agreement  of  the  members,  delegating  to 
it  certain  powers  defined  and  regulated  by  the  rules  of  discipline, 
can  have  no  other  or  greater  powers  than  those  thus  granted.— 
Quarterly  and  Yearly  Meetings,  each  having  their  powers  and 
duties  delegated  and  defined  in  a  book  of  discipline,  can  neither 
have  any  other  or  greater  rights  or  powers  than  those  therein 
granted  to  them.  What  is  not  thus  granted,  remains  with  the 
individual  members  of  the  society^-^the  original  possessors  of  the 
whole  power.  In  the  Yearly  Meeting,  such  regulations  as  from 
time  to  time  appear  expedient,  and  tend  to  the  good  of  the  whole 
society,  are  proposed  and  agreed  upon,  and  comprehended  in  what 
is  calledja  book  of  discipline.  And  all  cases  are  resulted  by  the 
▼erbal  or  silent  acquiescence  of  the  members  collected,  and  not 
by  any  order  of  members,  as  having  a  rank  or  authority  in  the 
meeting  above  others.  If  any  new  proposition  be  made,  which 
doea  not  accord  with  the  views  of  the  meeting  generally,  it  is  sus- 
pended or  dismissed.  It  does  not,  of  right,  review  the  proceedings 
of  the  subordinate  meetings,  except  in  Che  single  case  of  an  appeal 
made  by  a  member  considering  himself  aggrieved,  by  a  Monthly 
Meeting,  in  disowning  him.  The  subordination  of  meetings  does 
not  admit  of  the  exercise  of  a  despotic  power;  the  extent  of  sub- 
ordination being  defined  by  the  discipline.  And  recourse  to  it  is 
seldom  had  from  the  subordinate  meetings,  except  for  advice  in 
cases  of  uncommon  difficulty,  occasionally  arising  in  Monthly  or 
Quarterly  Meetings.  And  all  propositions,  questions,  and  matters 
properly  submitted  to  any  Preparative,  Monthly,  Quarterly,  or 
other  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  as  well  in  relation  to  the 
religious,  as  the  temporal  affairs  of  the  Society,  arc  resulted  and 
determined  by  the  voice  or  consent  of  the  majority  present,  ascer- 
Udned  either  by  their  expressed  assent,  or  silent  acquiescence. 

The  Society  of  Friends  acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ,  and 
no  principle  of  authority  or  government  in  the  church,  but  the 
love  and  power  of  God,  operating  on  the  heart,  and  thence  influ- 
encing the  judgment,  and  producing  a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly 
sympathy,  and  condescension  to  each  other.  The  great  funda- 
mental principle  of  the  Society — the  divine  light  and  power  ope- 
rating on  the  soul— being  acknowledged  by  all  its  members  as  the 
effective  bond  of  union — the  right  of  each  individual  to  judge  of 
the  true  meaning  of  scripture  testimony  relating  to  the  doctrines 
of  Christianity,  according  to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own  mind, 
uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fallible  fel- 
low man,  hath  been  as  well  tacitly  as  explicitly  acknowledged  by 
the  society.  And  the  said  society  hath  generally  been  preserved 
in  a  great  degree  of  harmony,  until  lately;  when  a  few  individuals 
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who  had  tong  been  continued  in  important  stations,  gradually  and 
covertly  began  to  assume  and  arrogate  an  authority  over  their 
brethren  never  delegated  to  them;  and  attempted  to  impose  upon 
the  Yearly  Meeting  a  document  in  a  form  designed  to  operate  as 
a  written  creedj  adapted  to  their  own  particular  views,  and  believ- 
ed also  to  have  been  intended  as  an  instrument  of  attack  upon 
some  faithful,  worthy  fellow  members,  against  whom  they  had  con- 
ceived personal  offence,  and  subversive  of  that  freedom  of  thought 
and  individual  opinion,  which  the  Society  of  Friends  had  always 
cherished  and  maintained,  as  an  unalienable  right. 

Their  design  being  detected,  such  document  was  promptly  re- 
jected by  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  it  soon  became  manifest,  that 
a  party  was  formed  and  organized,  assuming  the  character  and 
title  of  the  ^^  Orthodox;"  and  a  line  of  discrimination  was  attempt- 
ed to  be  drawn  through  the  different  meetings,  in  order  to  fill 
every  active  station  with  those  under  their  particular  influence,  or 
actuated  by  a  common  object.  In  pursuit  of  this  plan,  they  evinc- 
ed the  most  inflexible  determination  to  carry  their  measures,  and 
to  bring  under  their  control  their  fellow  members,  possessing 
equal  rights.  The  discipline  of  the  society  was  obviously  violated 
in  many  instances,  and  in  others  prostrated,  as  well  to  screen 
transgressors  of  their  own  party,  as  to  procure  the  disownment, 
upon  vague  and  frivolous  charges,  of  those  who  resisted  their 
spirit  and  measures— approved  ministers  were  publicly  opposed 
in  a  .disorderly  manners-faithful  members  who  bore  a  testimony 
against  their  systematical  declension  from  the  principles  and  prac- 
tice of  the  society,  were  not  only  treated  with  a  marked  disrespect 
and  contumely,  but  were  actually  proscribed  and  publicly  dis- 
owned. 

Thus  they  continued  their  efforts  to  monopolize  a  power  before 
unknown  to  the  society^— tending  to  the  subversion  of  individual 
rights — introducing  great  disorder  and  confusion,  and  effectually 
preventing  the  legitimate  and  orderly  course  of  business  in  the 
Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings;  particularly  in  the  city  and 
neighbourhood  of  Philadelphia,  where  their  chief  strength  was 
found.  These'  acts  and  proceedings  were  continued  until  the 
Yearly  Meeting  in  Fourth-month,  1827,  at  which  their  high- 
handed and  oppressive  measures  were  pursued  to  such  an  extent, 
that  it  reduced  the  great  majority  of  the  society  to  the  unavoida- 
ble necessity  of  submitting  to  their  usurped  domination,  engaging 
in  a  contest  which  would  be  productive  of  increased  disorder  and 
confusion,  or  retiring  from  the  said  disorderly  minority  party,  and 
take  measures  for  the  continuation  and  settling  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  on  its  original  principles.  The  first  course  would  have 
been  a  violation  of  conscience,  and  a  criminal  abandonment  of 
their  rights,  and  those  of  their  posterity — the  second  would  have 
been  subversive  of  their  religious  principles,  which  forbid  the 
spirit  of  strife  and  contention,  especially  among  brethren — the 
third,  however,  was  an  unalienable  right,  guaranteed  by  the  civil 
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institations  of  the  country,  consistent  with  the  original  ground 
and  principle  of  the  establishment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
perfectly  harmonizing  with  the  fundamental  principles  and  prac- 
tice of  the  society. 

Recurring  thus  to  the  simplicity  and  the  example  of  their  fore- 
fathers, in  their  early  establishment  of  meetings,  and  not  seceding 
from  the  society,  a  large  majority  of  the  society  assembled  at  the 
Yearly  Meeting  aforesaid,  by  a  regular,  peaceable,  and  consistent 
course  of  procedure,  sanctioned  by  the  common  usages  and  the 
spirit  of  the  original  institution  of  their  meetings,  by  larger  and 
smaller  conferences — and  by  the  mutual  agreement  and  consent 
of  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  has 
been  continued,  and  is  again  peaceably  settled  on  the  principles 
and  according  to  the  manner  of  its  first  institution,  and  is  now  re- 
stored to  its  wonted  harmony  and  consistency  of  movement  in  its 
regular  course  of  business-^comprising  full  three-fourths  of  the 
whole  body  of  its  former  members,  who  arc  united  in  the  same 
syitem  of  discipline — maintaining  the  same  testimonies,  and  hold- 
ing the  same  religious  faith  as  their  forefathers  and  the  ancient 
Society  of  Friends  did»--leaving  to  their  own  course,  undisturbed 
hj  them,  those  disorderly  persons  who  adopted  an  opposite  and 
tdrerse  line  of  procedure. 

Those  persons  assuming  the  name  of  Orthodox,  of  whom  the 
laid  complainant,  in  the  original  bill,  admits  himself  to  be  one, 
have  by  various  means,  endeavoured  to  prejudice  the  public  mind 
against  the  Society  of  Friends  thus  continued  and  settled,  by  be- 
stowing upon  them  the  name  of  Hicksitc,  and  otherwise-<-and  to 
extend  their  influence  into  the  country  meetings  far  and  near,  and 
have  succeeded  in  gaining  over  a  few  in  almost  every  of  the  coun- 
try meetings^-in  some,  perhaps  a  third;  in  others,  a  fourth  or 
fifth;  and  in  others  still  fewer,  even  down  to  a  twenty-fifth  of  the 
whole  number.     These  small  fragments,  changing  and  combining 
themselves  in  whatever  form  will  best  suit  their  purposes,  affect 
to  lay  down  and  set  up  meetings;  and  in  the  exercise  of  a  pre- 
tended and  usurped  authority  which  this  defendant  utterly  denies, 
have  promulgated  what  they  term  papers  of  disownment,  against 
many  individuals  of  the  great  majority  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
on  a  variety  of  vague  and  unfounded  charges,  which  the  code  of 
their  discipline  never  contemplated,  and  for  which  it  furnishes 
them  no  rule*     Thus,  in  some  cases,  two,  three,  or  four  male 
members  within  the  limits  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  have  procced- 
edy  and  are  proceeding,  with  the  help  of  their  party  in  other  neigh- 
bourhoods, to  issue  what  they  call  papers  of  disownment,  against 
the  majority  of  Friends  individually,  in  the  same  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, amounting,  in  some  cases,  to  fifty  or  a  hundred;  and  these 
measures  have  been  pursued,  evidently  with  a  view  to  appropriate 
the  property  of  the  society  to  the  exclusive  use  of  their  party. 

And  this  defendant  further  answering  in  manner  aforesaid,  says, 
that  the  property  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends  in  New  Jersey, 
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for  the  most  part,  belongs  to*  or  is  vested  in  trust  for  the  use  of 
the  Prepara^ve  or  Monthly  Meetinj^,  established  by  the  members 
of  the  said  society,  within  the  bounds  of  their  diflerent  Monthly 
Meetings;  and  where  it  is  so  vested,  is  entirely  independent  of  the 
control,  authority,  or  dominion,  of  the  Quarterly  or  Yearly  Meet* 
ingj  and  according  to  the  usages  and  discipline  of  the  society, 
neither  the  Quarterly  nor  Yearly  Meeting  can  in  any  way  inter- 
fere, alienate,  dispose  of,  or  control  the  same,  directly  or  indirect- 
ly. Where  the  property  of  the  society  is  vested  in  a  Preparative 
Meeting,  it  is  under  the  sole  regulation,  control,  and  disposition 
of  the  members  of  such  Preparative  Meeting,  without  any  con- 
nexion with,  or  control  of  the  Monthly,  Quarterly,  or  Yearly  Meet- 
ing, unless  otherwise  provided  for,  in  the  grant  or  title  thereof. 
That  such  property  is  usually  vested  in  trustees,Jwho  are  appoint- 
ed, continued,  and  have  succession  under  the  provisions  of  the 
original  deed  of  conveyance  or  declaration  of  trust,  by  the  mem* 
bers  of  the  Preparative  or  Monthly  Meeting,  who  advance  the 
requisite  funds  for  the  purpose,  and  are  under  the  exclusive  di- 
rection and  control  of  the  Preparative  or  Monthly  Meeting,  who 
appoint  them  without  appeal,  and  without  the  control  of  any  other 
association  or  meeting  of  the  mcmbera  of  the  society.  That  for 
many  years,  there  has  been  established  at  Crosswicks,  in  the  coun- 
ty of  Burlington,  and  state  of  New  Jersey,  a  Preparative  Meeting 
of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers^ 
called  and  known  by  the  name  of  the  Chesterfield  Preparative 
Meeting  of  Friends,  held  at  Crosswicks,  which  is  the  same  men- 
tioned in  the  original  bill  and  bill  of  interpleader,  and  which  has 
been,  and  still  is,  kept  up  and  continued. 

There  is  also  a  Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  established  at  the 
same  place,  the  members  of  which  became  possessed  of  a  lot  of 
land  in  the  village  of  Crosswicks,  on  which  was  erected  a  meet- 
ing house,  and  which  is  now  held  in  the  name  of  trustees  appoint- 
ed, and  to  be  appointed,  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion  shall  re- 
quire, by  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  held  in  the  same 
house  at  Crosswicks  aforesaid,  and  that  the  members  of  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting  are  also  members  of  the  said  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, and  always,  at  their  regular  meetings,  meet  at  their  meeting 
house  aforesaid.  But  in  regard  to  their  right  to  property,  they 
are  entirely  different,  independent,  and  distinct  association s«^the 
one  having  no  control  over  the  other.  That  this  defendant  is  now, 
and  has  been,  for  twenty  years  and  upwards,  a  member  of  the  said- 
several  meetings.  That  previous  to  the  year  1790,  a  school  for 
the  education  of  youth  belonging  to  the  members  of  said  Prepara- 
tive Meeting,  was  established  at  the  said  village  of  Crosswicks, 
under  the^  control  of  the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  the  trus- 
tees of  said  school,  to  be  by  it  exclusively  appointed.  And  the 
trustees  of  the  said  school  have  always  been  appointed,  and  still 
are  appointed  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting.  And  the  said 
Preparative  Meeting  have  a  school  fund,  as  is  herein  before  stated. 
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s'lft  and  always  has  been,  a  treasurer  oC  the  eaid  scboal 
fond,  appointed  by  the  said  Preparative  Meeting:  who  holds  hts 
office  at  the  pleasure  of  the  said  Preparative  Meeting — whose 
duty  it  is,  under  the  direction  of  the  said  trustcea,  to  take  care  of  . 
the  said  fund,  and  loan  the  same;  and  that  all  securities  for  sucb^ 
loans  are  taken  in  the  name  of  the  said  treasurer  and  his  succeo-  , 
lors  in  office,  and  on  his  death,  removal,  or  ceasing  to  act,  all  thlj 
securities  thus  taken,  and  books,  and  other  papers,  are,  and  ought 
to  he,  delivered  to  his  successor.  That  the  money  secured  by  the 
bond  and  mortgage  of  the  said  complainant,  and  in  the  bill  of  in- 
terpleader mentioned,  is  the  proper  money  of  the  said  permanent 
school  Fund,  under  the  sole  and  exclusive  direction  and  control  of 
the  said  Preparative  Meeting,  and  the  trustees  appointed  by  it. 
That  the  said  Preparative  Meeting  always  hold  (heir  regular  and 
lavrfulmeetings  at  the  meeting  house  in  Crosswicks  aforesaid,  and 
when  met,  act  as  all  other  voluntary  associations  must,  by  the  de- 
cision of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  said  Preparative 
Meeting  present,  and  have  the  exclusive  right  of  judging  and  de- 
termining upon  the  qualifications,  appointing  or  releasing  tlfeir 
own  officers. 1  That  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  First-month,  1828, 
at  a  lawful  meeting  of  the  said  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Friends,  held  at  the  usual  time  and  place  of  meeting,  at  Cross- 
wicks,  this  defendant  was  appointed  in  due  and  la\ml  manner, 
treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  to  succeed  the  said  defendant, 
Joseph  Ilcndrickson:  and  as  such  successor,  became  entitled  to 
all  the  books,  obligations,  and  other  papers  which  he  had  in  his 
possession,  and  also  to  the  funds  then  tn  his  hands,  and,  more  par- 
ticularly, to  the  bond  and  mortgage,  in  the  original  bill  and  bill  of 
interpleader  mentioned,  and  the  money  duo  thereon.  And  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson  ceased  to  have  any  right,  title,  or  claim 
thereto.  And  this  defendant  insists,  that  healways  has  continued, 
since  his  said  appointment,  and  now  is,  the  lawful  treasurer  of  the 
said  school  fund:  and,  as  the  successor  of  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson, is  lawfully  entitled  to  have  and  receive  all  such  bonds, 
obligations,  and  mortgages,  and  the  moneys  due  thereon,  as  had 
been  taken  for  the  loan  of  any  part  of  said  fund  in  his  name,  as 
treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  or  payable  to  him,  as  such  trea- 
surer, or  his  successor. 

And  this  defendant  further  answering,  insists,  that  by  the  law 
and  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  the  rights  of  property  arc  sacred 
and  inviolate,  and  cannot  be  taken  from  an  individual,  or  a  re- 
ligious association,  without  his  or  their  consent— and,  more  espe- 
cially, that  it  cannot  be  made  to  depend  on  the  test  of  any  religious 
treed,  framed  after  its  vesting,  and  artfully  prepared  by  a  mtuo- 
rity.  to  answer  its  purposes. 

^vd  this  defendant  avers  and  humbi)'  insists,  that  the  said  Ches- 
^e]d  Preparative  Meeting  of  I'riends,  at  Crosswicks,  to  which 
ftbclongs,is  the  same  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends 
ECrosswicks,  under  whose  care  the  said  school  fund  was  placed, 
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»  ISTEltPLEADEH,  I 

JosKPH  HkndrioksOn  and  Sry       ~ 
Deremlaniii. 

The  counsel  for  (he  defend  ant,  Joseph  He  nd  rick  son,  opened  I 
amination  by  reading  and  ofleiing  in  evidence,  a  subscription  for  r  . 
a  school  fund,  dated  17th  of  Twelftb-munth,  1792.     [See  Appendl 

Admitted  by  both  the  parties,  a>  well  cooiplainant  as  defendanU 
that  this  is  the  original  subscription  to  the  school  fund, of  the  Prepara- 
tive Meeting  of  Cheslcrfield,  in  the  county  of  BuHinglou.  It  is  iherfr 
upon  marked  bjr  me, Exhibit  No.  I.  Exhibit  No.  2,  Thomas  L.  Shot 
well's  bond,  named  in  the  pleadings.  Exhibit  No.  3,  the  mortgage 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings. 

Samukl  Bettle,  a  witness  produced  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
Joseph  HendricksoH)  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous 
of  taking  an  oath,  and  being  duly  aflirmed  according  to  law,  on  bis  W 
iemn  affirmation,  declaretli  and  sailh,  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Societ] 
of  friends — has  always  been  a  member.  My  ancestors  came  with  WW 
Ham  I'enn,  and  were  the  lirst  settlers  of  Philadelphia.  I  was  M\j-ta 
years  of  age  yesterday — as  a  member  of  that  society,  I  have  been  in  th4 
habit  of  constant  attendance  on  the  meet iugs  of  the  society  for  vrorihif 
and  business,  for  many  years  past;  and  indeed  ever  since  I  waa  of  «if& 
cient  age — have  been  clerk,  and  assistant  clerk,  for  the  Yearly  Mceiinf 
of  Philadelphia  for  the  past  twenty  years — was  assistant  clerk  sb 
years,  and  clerk  fourteen  years.  Witness  considers  himself  fannilin 
with  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends — has  acquired  hia  knoW 
ledge  of  their  doctrines  from  the  fretjucnt  perusal  of  standard  worki 
containing  them,  and  hearing  such  ministers  as  have  been  eminent  ant 
approved  in  the  society— has  always  iieard  the  approved  niimsterso 
the  society,  preach  in  accordance  with  the  acknowledged  doctrine*  Q 
the  society,  when  their  subjects  have  been  doctrinal.  Question  by  Mt 
.Slmtn.  State  what  are  the  doctrines  held  by  the  Society  in  referenti 
to  what  is  generally  termed  the  Trinity?  The  counsel  for  the  con 
plainant,  Mr.  Sovlliard,  objects  to  the  question,  and  to  any  and  evci^ 
question  respecting  the  religious  opiiiions  or  doelrinet  of  the  society 
The  witness  answers.  The  society  have  avoided  the  term  Trinitjr- 
they  however  hold  the  doctrine  of  the  I'ather,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  w 
stated  in  the  New  Testament,  and  they  prefer  confining  their  atalemnitj 
of  views  in  relation  to  that  doctrine,  to  the  terms  used  in  tlie  New  T« 
tament.  They  have  avoided  the  use  of  the  vord  peraon,  and  three  dif 
tincl  jjersons,  as  not,  in  their  apprehension,  scriptural;  and  us  cunveyiM 
in  their  apprehension,  an  idea  loo  gross  for  so  sublime  and  spiritual! 
subject.  I  have  always  understood  that  in  all  other  respects,  the  societ] 
hold  fully  the  doctrine  as  held  by  other  Protestant  sects  of  christians-^ 
avoiding  the  term  jitrson,  being  the  only  t^ifiercnce  between  them  o 
which  I  am  aware,  in  reference  to  this  particular  doctrine. 

The  Society  of  Friends  do  bcUcvc  in  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement 
and  have  always  so  believed.  They  believe,  and  what  ihey  understani 
by  the  term  atonement  is,  that  our  Lord  and  Saviour.  Jesus  Christ,  sul 
Cered  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  offering  himself  up  a  propitiator; 
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stcrificc  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world— and  that  by  this  offering, 
through  faith,  repentance,  and  obedience,  man  may  become  purified 
from  sin.  Their  creed  on  this  doctrine  is  in  the  words  of  the  New  Testa- 
nent;  they  take  it  as  they  find  it.  Witness  uses  the  term  creed  here,  as 
Ifnonymous  with  belief.  It  is  believed  by  the  society,  that  in  no  other 
wiy  than  by  the  atonement  of  our  Saviour,  can  man  be  purified  from 
no.  This  is  the  way  appointed  by  (lod — that  is,  by  the  offering  up  of 
the  body  and  blood  of  Jesus  Christ,  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem;  by 
the  efficacy  of  which,  through  faith,  repentance,  and  obedience,  remis- 
sion of  sins  is  received.  .  This  has  always  been  fundamental  with  the 
iocicty. 

They  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  was  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  agree- 
ably to  the  declaration  of  the  Evangelist,  John,  in  substance,  that  *Mn 
the  beginning  was  the  word,  and  the  word  was  with  God,  and  the  word 
was  God."  That  the  word  was  made  flesh,  or  took  flesh,  and  dwelt 
among  men — and  that  this  word  that  was  made  flesh,  was  the  same 
Jesus  that  was  bom  at  Bethlehem,  miraculously  conceived  and  born  of 
the  Virgin  Mary,  for  the  great,  and  necessary,  and  holy  purposes  roen- 
tkncd  in  the  New  Testament,  indispensable  through  the  inscrutable 
coiBids  of  God,  for  the  salvation  of  man.  This  is  also  fundamental^ 
nd  always  has  been.    In  addition  to  what  the  witness  has  said  above, 

Secting  the  ''  TWni/y,"  he  now  further  salth,  that  the  society  believe, 
hold)  and  always  have  so  believed,  that  the  Father,  Son*  and  Holy 
Ghoitareoney  ^^  these  three  are  onef** — they  always  express  it  in  that  way. 
The  society  also  believe  in  the  resurrection  and  ascension  of  the  body 
of  oar  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  as  it  is  clearly  expressed  and 
taoght  in  the  scriptures*  corroborated  by  his  speaking  from  heaven  in 
hu  glorified  statCi  declaring  in  his  own  words,  *'I  am  Jesus  of  Naza- 
lelh.'^ 

The  society  believe  that  the  scriptures  were  given  forth  by  holy  men 
ai  they  were  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost — and  they  have  always  received 
them  as  the  outward  test  and  rule  of  doctrine — and  that  all  doctrines 
which  arc  inconsistent  with  the  doctrines  of  the  scripture,  arc  to  be  re- 
jected. Barclay  is  very  full  and  explicit  on  this  subject,  and  very  strong 
htguage  he  uses.  These  doctrines  are  the  ancient  doctrines  of  the  so- 
ciety, and  have  always  been  held  by  them  since  my  acquaintance  with 
thera.  The  peculiar  views  of  the  society  expose  them  to  much  objec- 
tbn,  suffering,  and  misrepresentation.  When  speaking  of  ihc'iv peculiar 
vkwif  the  witness  does  not  mean  particularly  their  doctrines  above  men- 
tioned as  differing  so  much  from  other  societies  of  christians,  but  more 
particularly  their  testimonies  against  wars,  oaths,  and  in  relation  to  mi- 
riaters,  and  other  things,  which  have  exposed  them  to  suffering,  and 
Wry  frequently  to  misrepresentation.  Hence,  witness  believes,  that  no 
Idigious  society  whatever,  has  published,  so  frequently,  and  so  fully, 
their  religious  doctrines  to  the  world,  as  the  Society  of  Friends;  and 
this  has  arisen  out  of  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  which  they  were 
placed,  as  I  have  mentioned. 

For  these  doctrines,  witness  refers  to  George  Fox's  letter  to  the  go- 
Temor  of  Barbadoes,  contained  in  his  journal,  to  a  declaration  presented 
to  a  committee  of  the  British  parliament,  in  1689,  to  a  declaration  pre- 
aented  to  parliament  in  169.^:,  to  Barclay's  Catechism  and  Confession  of 
faith,  and  to  Barclay's  Apology — this  latter  work  was  originally  written 
ia  the  Latin  language,  and  has  been  translated  into  different  languages. 
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and  largely  circulated,  for  the  very  purpose  of  making  known  the  doc- 
trines of  the  society.  We  are  bound  by  the  doctrines  -contained  in  this 
work,  and  the  society  is  every  where  identified  with  the  sentiments, 
opinions,  and  doctrines,  laid  down  in  this  work. 

Witness  also  refers  to  "  Evans'  Exposition"  of  the  doctrines  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,  as  containing  a  true  and  comprehensive  view  of  the 
doctrines  of  the  society.  Also  Barclay's  **  Anarchy  of  the  Ranters,"  a 
work  on  church  government. 

Exhibit  No.  4.  A  small  book,  entitled  a  '*  Catechism  and  Confession 
of  Faith,"  being  the  same  work  above  mentioned. 

Exhibit  No.  5.  A  volume,  entitled  an  "Apology  for  the  true  Chris- 
tian Divinity,"  &c.  by  Robert  Barclay,  printed  at  Philadelphia,  in  1808. 

Exhibit  No.  6.  A  volume,  the  same  above  called  **  Evans*  Exposition/*    i 
second  edition,  printed  at  Philadelphia,  in  1828. 

Exhibit  No.  7.  A  treatise  on  church  government,  mentioned  above 
by  the  name  of  "Anarchy  of  the  Ranters." 

The  witness  further  saith  that  these  works  here  exhibited,  as  well  as 
all  those  mentioned  by  him,  are  regular  standard  works  in  the  Society 
of  Friends,  and  have  been  acknowledged  and  published  by  them  at  dif- 
ferent times,  in  the  regular  way  of  publication  established  by  their  dis- 
cipline.    These  doctrines  have  always  been  considered  as  fundamental, 
and  promulgated  as  such  by  their  approved  ministers — they  were  so 
reputed  when  the  witness  first  had  knowledge  of  the  society,  and  still 
continue  to  be  so.     These  books  are  circulated  now  by  the  society  as 
containing  its  doctrines.     A  departure  from,  or  disbelief  in,  these  doc* 
trines,  is  always  considered  by  the  society  as  an  evidence  of  unsound* 
ness  in  the  faith.     The  society  does  not  presume  to  look  into  the  heart* 
but  when  doctrines  are  promulgated  and  taught,  directly  opposite  to 
those  by  which  the  society  is  bound,  and  held  together,  it  forms  a  sub- 
ject proper  to  be  dealt  with;  individuals  of  the  society  known  to  the 
witness,  have  become  members  of  the  Episcopalian  and  Baptist  socie- 
ties«  in  which  cases  the  fact  was  recorded,  and  the  individuals  respec- 
tively dismissed,  as  they  could  not  properly  belong  to  the  two  societies 
at  the  same  time.     As  far  as  wiiness  knows,  in  every  instance  where  a 
member  has  adopted  different  views  and  doctrines  from  those  held  by 
the  society,  they  have  been  dealt  with — they  are  bound  to  do  so  by  the 
discipline:  they  exercise  a  pastoral  care  over  their  members,  but  do  not 
impose  any  coercive  restrictions  upon  the  consciences  of  men.     The 
society  has  always  exercised  the  right  of  disowning  members  for  un- 
soundness in  its  faith  and  doctrines,  as  well  as  for  a  departure  from  its 
testimonies.     The  society  shows  that  its  practice  has  been  in  conform!* 
ty  with  the  rules  laid  down  by  Barclay,  who  is  considered  a  standard 
authority  on  these  points.     The  doctrines,  principles,  and  rules,  of  which 
the  witness  has  spoken,  are  still  recognised  by  the  meeting  of  which  he 
is  the  clerk — this  meeting  is  held  in  Philadelphia,  in  Mulberry  street, 
and  has  been  for  the  last  twenty  years.     The  meeting  has  been  regu- 
larly held  at  this  place  on  the  third  Second-day  of  the  Fourth-month| 
in  each  and  every  year,  for  the  last  twenty  years.     There  has  been  for 
some  time  past  a  seccsbion  from  this  Yearly  Meeting,  of  some  part  of 
its  members.     This  secession  may  be  considered  as  having  taken  place 
in  the  year  1827.     Those  persons  who  thus  seceded,  hold  a  Yearly  Meel-  J 
ing  in  Philadelphia;  it  is  so  understood  that  they  do — witness  does  not  ' 
belong  to  them — he  understands  that  their  meeting  is  held  on  the  second 
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Second-clay  of  Fourlh-month,  yearly,  just  one  week  before  the  com- 

Jnencemcnt  of  the  meeting  to  which  the  witness  belonp^s;  the  men's 

meetinij  is  in  Green  street,  and  the  women's  meeting  in  Cherry  street; 

they  are  generally  known  and  distinguished  from  the  society  from  \?hich 

they  have  separated,  hv  the  name  of  liirksites.     Thev  are  thus  called 

from  the  name  of  their  founder,  E//ns  Fliiks^  agreeably  to  a  well  known 

principle  in  ecclesiastical  history;  as  in  the  cases  of  Luther  and  Calvin, 

their  followers  have  been  called  Lutherans,  and  Calvinists,  and  in  like 

manner  the  followers  of  Elias  Hicks,  are  called  Hicksites. 

The  persons  who  attend  those  (Ireen  and  Cherry  streets  meetings, 
are  not  in  unity  with  the  Society  of  Triends.     Klias  Flicks  is  not  now 
living.     He  was  not  in  unity  with  the  Society  of  Friends  at  the  time  of 
tils  decease.     He  had  formerly  been  a  member  of  that  society.     He  was 
d.isowned  for  differing  from  them  in  essential  points  of  christian  doctrine. 
The  witness  was  asked  to  state  some  of  the  material  points  in  which  he 
differed  from  the  Society  of  Friends.     Mr.  Sout hard oh]v,cis  to  any  proof 
of  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks,  or  the  causes  of  his  disownmenl,  until 
it  be  shown  that  a  connexion  subsisted  between  him  and  the  complain- 
ant, or  Stacy  Dccow. 

The  witness  proceeds  to  state  the  material  points  as  aforesaid,  and 
tays,  the  denial  of  the  proper  divinity  of  our  I.ord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ,  making  him  a  mere  man,  utterly  denying  and  rejecting  the  atone- 
ment, denying  the  divine  authority  and  authenticity  of  the  holy  scrip- 
tures; these  are  all  that  the  witness  means  to  present;  there  arc  many 
other  doctrines  and  points  of  difference,  but  it  would  be  difficult  to  state 
them  all.  He  had  some  notions  of  an  atonement  for  the  legal  sins  of  the 
Jewt,  but  how  he  made  it  out  the  witness  does  not  know.  In  saying 
thtt  he  utterly  denied  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement,  he  means  the  chris- 
tian atonement,  as  made  known  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  held  by 
Friends,  as  witness  has  before  mentioned. 

These  doctrines  as  above  stated  were  taught  and  promulgated  by 
Elias  Hicks,  and  are  generally  reputed  to  have  been  held  by  him.  After 
the  separation  above  mentioned,  Elias  Hicks  was  generally  and  publicly 
wputed  to  be  in  unity  with,  and  an  attendant  on,  the  meetings  of  those 
'fho  had  separated,  and  who  held  their  meetings  at  Green  and  Cherry 
Wreets.  Witness  saw  him  in  the  street  in  company  with  persons  be- 
longing  to,  and  going  towards  that  meetini^?  and  has  been  repeatedly 
told  by  those  who  saw  him  there,  that  he  was  in  their  meetings.  To 
^Mch  latter  observation  of  the  witness,  the  counsel  for  the  complainant 
objects  as  hearsay  evidence. 

The  witness  further  saith,  it  was  generally  reported  tliat  lUias  Hicks 
<Ielivcred  his  discourses  in  public,  at  thc^se  meetings  in  (Jrcen  street  and 
Cherry  street,  and  was  an  accepted  minister  with  them,  and  satisfaction 
with  his  services  was  minuted  in  their  general  meeting.  Witness  has 
'  heard  other  ministers  of  the  same  party,  preach  and  promulgate  the 
lame  doctrines  imputed  to  him. 

These  persons  went  off  in  the  separation,  and  were  disowned  by  the 
Society  of  Friends;  one  of  them,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  witness,  was 
disowned  for  that  and  for  his  doctrines,  the  others  were  disowned  also, 
but  witness  docs  not  know  whether  for  their  doctrines,  or  discipline. 
A  considerable  number  of  those  who  separated,  and  who  have  organized 
those  meetings,  have  been  disowned;  very  generally  they  have  been  dis- 
owned; the  witness  can  only  speak  as  far  as  his  knowledge  and  informa- 
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lion  extends;  he  cannot  say  that  all  who  have  been  concerned,  or  act! 
in  getting  up  those  meetinjjs,  have  been  disowned.  The  persons  b 
longing  to  the  Hicksile  society  arc  not  considered  in  the  same  fai 
with  the  Society  of  Friendsj  in  making  this  observation,  witness  spca 
of  them  as  a  body,  as  a  people,  or  sect.  These  meetings  in  Green  ai 
Cherry  streets,  have  never  been  recog^nised  by  the  Society  of  Friends, 
Yearly  Meetings.  Their  first  meeting,  that  is,  the  seccdcrs  held  the 
first  meeting  at  Green  street,  immediately  after  the  close  of  the  Year 
Meeting  of  Friends  in  Fourth-month,  in  1827.  At  that  meeting,  whu 
was  held  on  the  19th  of  Fourth-month,  they  issued  an  address,  whu 
witness  now  produces,  and  which  is  marked  by  me  Exhibit  No.  8. 

There  was  another  convocation  or  meeting  at  Green  street 
Sixth-month,  of  the  same  party.  Their  first  meeting,  which  they  calh 
a  Yearly  Meefinq^  was  held  in  Tenth-month,  (October,)  1827.  At  the 
meeting  in  Sixth-month,  aforesaid,  they  issued  an  address  signed  I 
*'  Stephen  Stephens,"  and  twenty-one  others,  and  attested  by  Willia 
Gibbons  and  Benjamin  Ferris,  clerks,  which  is  now  here  produced  1 
the  witness,  and  marked  by  me  Exhibit  No.  9.  At  their  meeting  : 
Tenth-month,  called  their  Yearly  Meeting,  they  issued  and  publish! 
an  Epistle,  signed  by  '*  Benjamin  Ferris,  and  Rebecca  B.  Comly,  clerks 
now  produced  by  the  witness,  and  by  me  marked  Exhibit  No.  10. 

The  meeting  held  by  them  in  Tenth-month,  was  the  first  meetin 
which  they  denominated  a  Yearly  Meeting. 

Their  next  Yearly  Meeting  was  held  in  the  next  succeeding  yea 
commencing  on  the  second  Second-day,  (Monday,)  in  Fourth-mont 
(April,)  and  they  have  continued  to  hold  their  Yearly  Meeting  on  th; 
day  in  each  year,  until  the  present  time.  This  meeting,  if  a  Year! 
Meeting  at  all,  is  a  new  Yearly  Meeting,  not  recognised  by  the  Societ 
of  Friends,  and  not  established  or  set  up  by  their  authority  or  in  accon 
ance  with  their  discipline,  but  in  violation  of  their  discipline  and  again; 
their  authority.  By  the  established  rules  and  practice  of  the  Society  < 
Friends,  no  individuals  belonging  to  any  meeting  can  withdraw  then 
selves  without  the  consent  of  such  meeting,  and  set  up  another  meetinj 
either  Preparative,  Monthly,  Quarterly  or  Yearly— -a  Preparative  Mee 
ing  must  be  set  up  by  a  Monthly  Meeting — a  Monthly  by  a  Quarter! 
Meeting — set  up  or  laid  down — and  a  Quarterly  Meeting  cannot  be  s( 
up  or  laid  down,  without  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  Yearl 
Meeting.  The  Yearly  Meeting,  as  such,  the  discipline  does  not  state*- 
originaily  there  was  but  one  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends- 
but  whenever  meetings  have  been  set  up  out  of  existing  bodies~or  whe 
they  have  been  detached  from  existing  bodies  and  joined  to  others— 1 
has  always  been  with  the  consideration  and  consent  of  the  body  froi 
which  they  have  been  detached— 'as  far  as  his  knowledge  goes,  and  wl 
ness  has  known  two  instances  where  the  practice  has  obtained;  and  i 
would  be  contrary  to  the  express  letter  of  the  discipline,  as  the  witnea 
apprehends,  to  pursue  any  other  plan,  and  contrary  to  the  subordinatio 
established  fon  meetings.  The  counsel  for  the  complainant  object  to  th 
expression  of  opinion  by  the  witness. 

The  witness  proceeds — A  Monthly  Meeting  is  strictly  subordinate  t 
a  Quarterly  Meeting — the  power  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  extends  to  th 
annulling  of  the  acts  of  the  Monthly — a  power  frequently  cxercised*- 
and  if  the  Monthly  Meeting  will  not  submit  to  the  power  of  the  Quar 
terly  Meeting,  thus  exercised,  to  change  and  annul  its  proceedings,  it  ha 
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been  the  practice  to  lay  down  such  refractory  meetinti;,  by  the  Quarter- 
ly Meeting.  Happily  in  this  society  ihcdcjjrcc  of  unity  and  harmony  has 
been  such,  that  tlie  necessity  fur  tlic  exercise  of  this  power  has  not 
been  frequent — witness  was,  however,  present  at  a  meetinj^  wlien  this 
power  was  directed  to  be  exercised.    One  of  the  Monthly  Meetings  in 
Baltimore  refused  to  submit  to  the  direction  of  tlie  Quarterly  to  which 
it  was  subordinate^-^thc  Quarterly  Meeting  took  the  case  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting — the  Yearly  Meeting,  after  full  consideration,  (the  witness  was 
present  all  this  time,)  directed  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  lay  that  refrac- 
tory Monthly  Meeting  down,  and  to  join  its  members  to  another  body 
—many  of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  expressed  themselves 
in  the  Y'early  Meeting  as  much  averse  and  decidedly  opposed  to  the 
measure— -ibut  not  an  individual  questioned  the  right  or  authority  of  the 
meeting  so  to  act — and  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  subsequently  laid 
down.    Some  of  the  members  submitted  to  the  decision,  and  attended 
the  meeting  to  which  they  were  connected — others  would  not,  and  were 
disowned  for  their  disorderly  conduct^their  disownment  was  a  noto- 
rious fact— witness  was  not  present  when  they  were  disowned,  but  was 
at  Baltimore  at  the  time  of  their  appeal,  and  obtained  this  information 
from  the  committee  then  there.     This  took  place  about  fourteen  years 
ago,  at  least  as  much  as  that.    Tiie  Preparative  Meetings  arc  subordi- 
nate to  the  Monthly,  in  the  same  degree  that  the  Monthly  are  to  the 
Quarterly.    Witness  has  known  the  power  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  ex- 
ercised to  the  annulling  the  proceedings  of  the  Preparative— they  have, 
snd  exercise  a  direct  control  over  the  proceedings  of  the  Preparative. 
The  Yearly  Meeting  exercises  the  same  kind  of  control  over  the  Quar- 
terly, that  the  Quarterly  does  over  the  Monthly,  and  may  reverse  its  de- 
cisions, or  annul  its  proceedings — witness  has  known  it  exercised,  and 
incases  of  appeal  restoring  the  individual  to  membership.     In  cases  of 
doubt  and  difficulty  in  the  inferior  meetings,  it  is  customary  to  ask  the 
advice  and  direction  of  the  superior  meeting.     In  these  cases  the  advi- 
sory power  is  used — but  in  cases  of  appeal  where  the  subordinate  tribu- 
nal has  acted  definitively,  the  authoritative  power  of  the  superior  mect- 
tng  is  exercised,  and  the  proceedings  aflirmed  or  reversed.     It  has  been 
common  for  the  advisory  power  of  the  superior  meetings  to  be  exercised, 
not  only  in  cases  of  doubt  and  difficulty,  where  their  aid  and  assistance 
w  asked,  but  also  in  a  general  way — the  superior  meeting  appoints  a 
committee,  whose  duty  it  is  to  advise  and  assist  inferior  meetings,  when- 
ever it  may  be  expedient.     Witness  has  been  one  of  such  a  committee 
on  two  different  occasions,  for  the  Y'early  Meeting  of  which  he  is  a 
oiember,  and  visited  every  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meeting  within  the 
Kmits  of  the  said  Yearly  Meeting.     This  committee  had  authority  to  di- 
rect those  meetings  to  adjourn  for  the  accommodation  of  the  committee 
*-"^d  they  did  so  adjourn — they  always  did  so  cheerfully,  recognising 
the  superior  authority  of  the  Yearly  Meeting;  this  has  been  the  usage  of 
the  society— as  far  as  his  knowledge  extends,  has  known  it  done  more 
than  once. 

This  advisory  power  is  exercised  in  the  same  way  by  the  Quarterly 
over  the  Monthly  Meetings— the  same  principle  operates  throughout — 
by  a  Monthly  over  a  Preparative;  but  does  not  know  of  any  instance 
wheii  it  has  actually  been  exercised  by  a  Monthly  over  a  Preparative 
Meeting. 

Question  by  Mr.  Shan.  In  the  meetings  for  bubiness  of  the  society, 
how  are  questions  decided? 
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The  witness  answers.  Our  mode  of  deciding  questions  is  peculiar. 
It  is  intimately  connected  with  our  religious  principles  and  doctrines; 
when  an  individual,  or  a  religious  assembly,  is  gathered  into  a  reverent, 
inward,  waiting  state  of  mind,  that  we  are  sensible  at  times  of  the  pre- 
sence of  the  invisible  and  omnipresent  One — qualifying  the  heart  for 
secret  communion  and  approach  unto  God — consistently  with  the  doc- 
trine of  the  blessed  Saviour^— -that  **  without  me  ye  can  do  nothing" — 
and  that  '^  where  two  or  three  are  gathered  in  my  name,  there  am  I 
in  the  midst  of  them."  Hence  the  society  believe,  and  it  is  one  of  their 
peculiar  and  distinguishing  doctrines,  that  there  may  be  secret  approach 
to,  and  worship  of  God,  without  any  ceremonial  outward  act,  or  ser- 
vice— and  in  our  meetings  for  business^  wc  also  hold  that  it  is  needful 
to  experience  the  samt  power  to  qualify  us  for  right  discernment,  and 
to  restrain  our  own  spirit  and  will :  and  we  do  believe  that  when  our 
jneetings  have  been  thus  in  a  degree  influenced,  there  have  been  wisdom 
and  judgment  better  than  our  own:  consistent  with  the  prophetic  decla- 
ration respecting  the  blessed  head  of  the  church,  that  ^^  lie  should  be  a 
spirit  of  judgment  to  those  who  sit  in  judgment.*'  With  these  views 
and  a  corresponding  practice,  though  deeply  sensible  of  the  weakness 
and  frailty  of  man  when  left  to  himself,  whether  in  an  individual,  or  col- 
lective, or  social  capacity, — our  society  has  been  favoured  to  come  to 
its  decisions  and  conclusions  at  its  various  meetings,  with  a  remarkable 
degree  of  harmony  and  unity.  To  these  conclusions  thus  prevailing  in 
the  meeting,  or  in  other  words,  this  sense  of  the  meeiingj  is  often  attained 
to,  with  very  little  expression — and  the  member  acting  in  the  capacity 
of  clerk,  records  this  sense,  feeling,  or  conclusion  of  the  meeting.  And 
it  has  never  been  come  to  by  a  vote,  or  the  opinion  of  the  majority-^no 
question  is  ever  taken  by  reference  to  numbers,  or  votes,  or  a  majority, 
or  any  thing  like  that.  It  is  obtained  upon  religious  principles,  which 
we  understand  very  well,  but  which  it  is  difiicult  to  explain.  Wc  have 
got  along  in  this  way,  for  near  two  centuries,  very  well. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  gather  the  solemn  deliberative  sense  of 
the  meeting,  and  record  it.  This  method  of  acting  lies  at  the  very 
basis  of  Quakerism,  and  has  always  been  fundamental  with  us. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Whether,  by  the  ancient  practice  of  the  so- 
ciety, the  young  and  inexperienced  are  permitted  to  take  part  in  the 
transaction  of  business  in  the  meeting? 

Answer.  Our  doors  are  open  to  all— none  are  excluded^but  agc^ 
religious  character,  and  experience,  will  give  weight  to  opinion.  The 
practice  is  believed  to  be  diflerent  from  ancient  times,  when  the  young 
did  not  attend  those  meetings,  unless  specially  invited  to  do  so;  and  I 
know  some  members  of  our  Yearly  Meeting,  who  have  told  me  that  thef 
first  came  into  meetings  of  business,  by  invitation.  At  present  our  prac* 
tice  is  to  admit  all  our  young  Friends  who  choose  to  come — but  the 
principle  of  majorities  and  deciding  questions  by  a  majority  of  votcs» 
was  never  known  or  acknowledged  in  the  society.  There  never  has 
been  a  vote  taken  in  any  of  our  religious  meetings — our  society  could 
not  exist  on  any  other  principle.  To  propose  to  decide  a  (|uestioa  by 
the  majority  in  tjie  meeting,  would  occasion  great  uneasiness. 

Quel&tion  by  Mr.  Sloan.  In  cases  where  the  clerk  finds  a  difficulty  in 
obtaining  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  what  is  done? 

Answer.  Time  is  given:  where  any  difHculty  occurs  from  this  cause, 
or  from  a  variety  of  opinions  or  different  views,  time  is  given,  in  order 


f 


65 

Co  arrive  at  the  proper  sense  of  the  meeting.  In  all  my  experience  as 
cfcrk,  one  of  three  things  has  taken  place,  with  general  satisfaction  to 
Friends.  First  Friends  submitting  to  the  minute  of  the  prevailing 
acnse  of  the  meeting,  as  taken  by  the  clerk.  Second.  Postponing  the 
natter  for  future  consideration;  or  third,  by  rejecting  the  proposition, 
'Whatever  it  might  be,  or  dismissing  it*— and  they  have  thus  come  to- 
gether harmoniously  and  happily. 

Those  of  the  society  who  have  separated  and  gone  off,  and  set  up  the 
Green  street  and  Cherry  street  meetings,  have  ceased  to  submit  to  the 
authority  and  control  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
at  Philadelphia. 

Question.  State  the  manner  in  which  a  Yearly  Meeting  may  be  or- 
ganized and  set  up? 

Answer.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio,  spread  over  a  great  extent  of 
country,  taking  in  that  state,  part  of  Pennsylvania,  Indiana,  and  two 
meetings  in  Illinois.    Hence,  a  considerable  part  of  the  members  found 
it  difficult  to  attend  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  at  Mount  Pleasant.    In 
addition  to  that  circumstance,  there  were  other  reasons;  apprehending 
it  would  be  for  the  welfare  of  the  members,  they  carried  a  proposition 
from  their  Westerly  Quarterly  Meetings,  more  than  one  I  think,  to  the 
Tcarij  Meeting  of  Ohio,  to  obtain  their  consent  for  the  establishment 
of  a  new  Yearly  Meeting.    This  was  in  1818;  they  considered  the  sub- 
ject, but  could  not  unite  in  the  proposition  at  that  time;  it  was  postponed 
for  further  consideration  till  next  year;  and  in  1819  I  was  present  at 
that  meeting,  when  they  renewed  the  deliberation  on  the  subject     The 
meeting  was  not  then  prepared,  though  some  of  the  Quarters  seemed 
very  anxious,  and  it  was  again  postponed.    Elias  Hicks  was  there  also, 
and  exhorted  the  members  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  submit;  they 
very  cordially  and  fully  submitted;  the  request  was  subsequently  renew- 
ed, and  the  meeting  agreed  to  establish  a  Yearly  Meeting,  to  be  held  at 
Whitewater,  in  Indiana,  to  be  called  '*  Indiana  Yearly  Meeting."    They 
directed  the  five  Quarterly  Meetings  which  were  to  compose  it,  by  mi* 
aotCf  to  send  in  their  reports  to  a  meeting  to  be  held  in  Indiana,  the 
Yearly  Meetifig  fixing  the  time  and  place.    And  the  said  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Ohio  sent  an  epistle,  communicating  the  information  to  all  the 
other  meetings  composing  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and 
ibo  an  episUe  to  the  new  Yearly  Meeting  so  established.     I  mentioned 
''ill  the  other  meetings  composing  the  great  body  of  Friends;"  al- 
though we  have  a  pumber  of  meetings,  yet  we  are  substantially  one  body, 
holduig  one  common,  well  understood  faith:   a  member  in  one  part 
of  the  society,  whether  in  Europe  or  America,  by  obtaining  a  certificate 
of  that  fact,  but  not  without,  let  him  remove  where  he  may,  has  all  the 
privileges  of  a  member  where  he  removes  or  resides.     It  is,  however, 
iccetaary  that  the  meeting  to  which  he  removes  should  accept  his  said 
certificate. 

There  is  a  regular  annual  correspondence  between  the  different  Yearly 
Meetings.  The  Yearly  Meetings  in  this  country  are  also  in  the  practice 
of  corresponding  annually  with  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of 
Friends  in  London,  and  always  have  been  since  the  first  settlement  of 
this  country. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan,     Have  you  ever  known  a  Yearly  Meeting  to 
be  set  up  and  established  by  individuals  belonging  to  an  existing  Yearly 
Meeting,  and  detaching  themselves,  without  the  consent  of  such  meeting? 
Vol.  I.— 9 
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Answer.  No:  there  never  has  been  such  an  instance.  The  mceting^a 
in  Green  and  Cherry  streets  were  not  organized  by  and  with  the  consei^  t 
or  approbation  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  Philadelphia.  Ther  ^ 
has  been  no  regular  correspondence  between  the  said  meetings  and  th  ^ 
Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  in  America.  The  Yearjy  Meeting  of  Lom  — 
don  has  refused  to  receive  an  epistle  from  that  body;  and  entered  a  for-  — 
mal  protest  against  such  establishments  and  meetings,  holding  sucF 
doctrines  as  they  are  reputed  to  hold.  The  members  of  these  meeting: 
at  Green  and  Cherry  streets  are  generally  reputed  to  hold  the  doctrines 
promulgated  by  Elias  Hicks:  by  general  repute  they  take  his  name 
well  as  his  doctrines.  The  Yearly  Meetings  of  North  Carolina^  Vir- 
ginia, and  New  England,  each  of  which  has  maintained  itd  integrit]^^ 
and  remain  undivided,  have  severally  issued  their  formal  protests  againsCz^ 
this  Green  street  establishment,  and  all  who  hold  the  doctrines  whiclB. 
they  are  reputed  to  hold. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant,  Mr.  Sloan^  offered  as  an  exhibit,  m^ 
certified  copy  of  the  minute  of  London  Yearly  Meeting  respecting^ 
the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends.    Mr.  Southard  objects  to  thiat 
paper  as  an  exhibit,  and  requests  that  his  objection  may  be  put  down^ 
I  marked  the  paper  as  Exhibit  No.  1 1.    [See  Appendix.] 

Mr.  Price,  of  counsel  with  the  complainant,  objected  to  ^^  Evans'  Ex* 
position"  as  an  exhibit;  being  the  same  which  is  above  referred  tOi  and. 
which  is  marked  Exhibit  No.  6,  and  requests  that  his  objection  b^ 
here  noted. 

Question  to  the  witness  by  Mr.  Shan.  Has  the  Yearly  Meeting  in 
Mulberry  street,  Philadelphia,  of  which  you  have  been  the  clerk  and 
assistant  clerk  for  the  last  twenty  years,  continued  to  hold  its  meetings 
regularly  by  adjournment,  at  the  same  place,  and  on  the  same  day, 
yearly,  and  every  year,  during  all  that  time? 

Answer.  Yes  it  has.  It  had  not  been  held  in  that  house  previous  to 
the  time  I  have  mentioned.  Prior  to  that  time  it  was  held  in  a  meeting 
house  in  Keys'  Alley,  now  called  New  street,  from  which  place  it  ad- 
journed to  the  present  place  of  holding  it.  The  house  in  Mulberry  or 
Arch  street  was  erected  for  the  purpose  of  holding  the  Yearly  Meeting 
in,  or  this  was  one  of  the  purposes  of  its  erection.  It  was  erected  by 
Friends  in  Philadelphia,  and  not  by  the  society  at  large.  The  Yearly 
Meetings,  while  they  were  held  at  the  house  in  Keys'  Alley,  were  held 
on  the  same  day  and  time  that  they  are  now  held — that  is  to  say,  on  the 
third  Second-day  of  Fourth-month.  They  were  held  on  that  day,  at  the 
time  of  the  adjournment  to  Arch  street.  They  had  been  held  on  that 
day  for  about  ten  years  prior  to  the  adjournment  to  Arch  street.  The 
adjournment  from  Keys'  Alley  to  Arch  street  was  done  by  a  regular 
minute  of  the  society,  which  was  recorded  at  the  time,  and  was  the  re- 
gular order  of  the  meeting.  The  adjournments  are  always  entered  on 
the  minutes — the  last  minute  entered  generally,  is  that  fixing  the  time 
and  place  of  the  next  Yearly  Meeting,  "  if  the  Lord  permit,"  or  "  if  it 
is  the  divine  will."  The  minute  of  adjournment  always  states  the  time 
of  meeting  the  next  year;  if  there  is  any  change  of  place  directed,  it  is 
always  entered  in  the  minutes,  and  wifl  appear  there — and  so  it  will 
always  appear  on  the  minutes,  if  either  the  time  or  place  is  changed. 
These  mmutes  of  adjournment  at  the  Arch  street  Yearly  Meeting  for  the 
last  twenty  years,  have  uniformly  been  to  meet  at  the  usual  time.  There 
was  no  change  or  alteration  of  this  minute  at  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 


1827,  but  at  that  meeting  the  usual  minute  of  adjournment  was  made, 
to  meet  at  the  usual  time,  and  the  meeting  was  held  in  pursuance  of  that 
Adjournment,  at  the  same  time  and  place  in  the  succeeding  year,  and 
llie  society  has  continued  so  to  adjourn  and  meet  from  that  time  until 
tiie  present.     No  order  of  that  meeting  was  ever  made  to  adjourn  the 
meeting  to  Green  and  Cherry  streets.     The  society  consider  themselves 
strictly  bound  by  the  adjournment  to  meet  at  the  lime  and  place  to 
vrhich  the  meeting  is  adjourned;  and  there  has  never  been  an  instance, 
'writhin  my  knowledge,  where  this  rule  has  been  departed  from.     In  the 
year  '97  and  '98,  particularly  the  year  '98,  the  slate  of  the  city  was  such, 
from  the  prevalence  of  the  fever,  Pine  street  being  then  the  regular 
place  of  holding  the  meeting,  and  that  district  being  particularly  exposed, 
there  was  considerable  discussion  among  Friends  whether  an  effort  ought 
not  to  be  made  under  the  extreme  and  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 
case,  to  convene  at  some  other  place;  but  it  was  considered  irregular, 
that  there  was  no  authority  to  make  the  change,  and  the  meeting  assem- 
bled as  usual.     Some  valuable  individuals,  subsequently  deceased  from 
the  fever,  which  they  took  on  that  occasion— persons  who  came  from 
the  country  to  attend  it.     This  meeting  was  held  at  that  time  in  the  fall 
of  the  year,  in  Ninth-month,  before  the  change  took  place;  the  next  year 
the  time  of  meeting  was  changed  to  Fourth-month,  and  the  place  also 
changed  to  Keys'  Alley*— the  meeting  did  not  get  through  with  their 
business  in  Ninth-month,  and  adjourned  to  Twelfth-month,  and  held  this 
extra  session  in  the  winter.     This  extra  session  or  meeting  was  held  by 
the  regular  order  and  adjournment  of  the  meeting  in  Ninth-month*^the 
adjournment  was  made  on  account  of  the  prevalence  of  the  fever. 
j         Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.     State  the  circumstances  which  took  place  at 
Ibe  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  and  occasioned  the  separation  which  then 
took  place. 

Answer.  The  ground  of  the  unhappy  schism  in  the  Society  of  Friends, 
lithe  difference  of  doctrine.     There  is  a  coincidence  of  views  between 
those  who  have  separated,  and  us,  on  this  subject,  as  appears  by  one  of 
thdr  official  documents*  which  is  here  made  an  exhibit.    To  forward 
the  views  of  the  seccders  in  relation  to  the  introduction  of  new  faith  and 
doctrine,  they  brought  forward  various  propositions  for  a  change  in  the 
discipline  of  the  society.     The  most  important  of  those  changes  related 
to  the  appointment  of  ciders,  whose  duty  it  is  in  the  order  of  our  society 
to  watch  over,  and  have  a  care  of  the  ministry.     Another  proposition 
'^tt  to  either  do  away  with  the  representative  body,  called  the  meeting 
[or sufferings,  or  change  its  organization;  so,  as  I  apprehend,  to  render 
it  less  efficient.  These  propositions,  in  a  little  varied  form,  were  brought 
before  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  different  times.     They  were  not  adopted; 
these  changes  were  not  adopted — the  leaders  of  the  schism  becoming 
impatient  of  restraint,  prepared  to  make  one  great  effort  to  overwhelm 
the  society,  and  introduce  their  new  faith  and  principles  in  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  1837.     The  propositions  I  have  mentioned  were  renewed 
upon  that  occasion  in  the  Quarterly  Meetings  of  Bucks  and  Abington, 
and  were  forwarded  in  their  reports  to  the  Yearly  Meeting.     In  those 
two  quarters,  where  the  schismatics,  separatists,  or  llicksites,  (for  they 
must  have  some  name,)  had  the  ascendency,  they  doubled  their  repre- 
bcntatioik  from  what  it  had  ever  been,  within  my  knowledge,  and  as  I 
believe  from  what  it  had  ever  been.     The  number  of  their  representa- 
tives to  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  double  that  which  it  had  I'ver  been  be- 
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fore.  In  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting,  the  smallest  quarter  in  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  a  proposition  was  also  brought  up  of  like  tenor  and  im- 
port,  and  one-half  or  fifty  per  cent,  was  also  added  to  their  representa- 
tion, they  having  always  been  theretofore  represented  in  a  greater  pro- 
portion than  other  meetings.  In  addition  to  these  measures,  private 
meetings  were  held  very  generally  through  the  Yearly  Meeting  by  the 
Hicks'  leaders  of  this  schism,  to  induce  the  members  to  come  into  their 
views^ — to  prepare  their  minds  for  the  expected  separation.  John  Comly, 
who  is  now  clerk  of  the  Hicksite  meeting,  told  me  that  he  had  held 
about  forty  of  those  meetings,  with  a  view  to  divide  the  society.  I  asked 
him,  as  this  conversation  was  perfectly  confidential,  whether  I  was  at 
liberty  to  say  that  it  was  for  the  purpose,  and  with  the  view  to  divide 
the  society.  He  said  I  was  at  liberty  to  say  so,  and  requested  me  to  add, 
that  he  wished  it  to  be  done  in  a  peaceable  manner. 

It  was  very  generally  reputed,  that  the  leading  men  of  the  schism 
were  making  efforts  throughout  the  Quarterly  Meetings  generally,  cal- 
culated to  bring  about  these  changes  in  the  discipline,  or  to  effect  the 
separation,  which  has  since  taken  place.  In  this  state  things  were  when 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827  assembled.  The  meeting  was  opened,  and 
the  first  morning  passed  with  the  usual  routine  of  business.  I  was  at 
the  table,  and  John  Comly  was  my  assistant.  As  is  usual  at  the  close 
of  the  first  sitting,  the  representatives  were  directed  to  remain  together, 
to  consider  of  a  Friend  to  serve  the  meeting,  as  clerk,  and  also  one  to 
assist  him.  The  old  clerk  always  acts  until  there  is  a  new  one  appoint- 
ed. As  the  representatives  nominate  the  clerk,  we  can  see  another  ob- 
ject of  the  increase  in  the  representation  of  Bucks  and  Abington,  and 
the  southern  quarter,  as  it  would  give  them  an  unusual  and  preponderat- 
ing influence.  They  spread  very  generally,  and  it  was  a  matter  of  com- 
mon repute  that  it  was  their  view  to  place  at  the  table  an  impartial 
clerk,  as  they  say.  The  only  person  they  mentioned  was  John  Comly, 
the  same  person  who  had  held  these  numerous  meetings  to  divide  the 
society.  This  I  speak  of  from  general  report,  and  not  from  my  own 
knowledge.  I  was  not  one  of  the  representatives.  John  Comly  is 
now,  and  has  ever  been  by  general  repute,  in  unity  with  the  separ 
ratists,  and  their  most  active  leader.  He  is  now  clerk  of  their 
meeting.  In  the  afternoon,  after  the  meeting  was  organized,  and  a 
regular  minute  of  opening  made,  John  Cox,  of  Burlington,  rose  and 
stated  that  he  had  been  directed  by '  the  representatives  to  inform 
the  meeting,  that  they  could  not  agree  to  propose  any  name  as  clerk. 
Several  propositions  were  made  in  consequence  of  this  state  of  things; 
none  of  them,  however,  were  agreed  to»— when  an  ancient  Friend 
mentioned  to  the  meeting  that  he  had  attended  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing for  upwards  of  sixty  years,  and  the  custom  had  been,  that  ^  the 
old  clerks  continued  until  new  names  were  brought  forward  and  agreed 
to"—- this  is  the  substance,  if  not  the  very  words.  This  proposition  was 
opposed,  but  several  who  were  known  to  be  attached  to  the  disturbers 
of  our  peace,  (I  can't  term  them  seceders  as  yet,  for  they  had  not  yet 
separated;  I  use  the  term  with  no  other  view  than  to  designate  them,) 
endeavoured  to  prevail  on  their  friends,  for  they  seemed  to  direct  their, 
discourse  to  them,  to  submit  to  the  proposition,  **  for  it  might  not  be 
of  so  much  consequence  as  you  apprehend,"  said  one  man  who  was 
well  known  to  be  a  leading  man  in  this  schism.  There  being  a  little 
pause,  I  simply  made  a  minute,  desiring  the  old  clerks  to  continue  to 


*'    Jfe 


69 

the  mceung;  thisininuic,  as  soon  »  it  wa»  rc;ii),  was  oppuimd— 1 
iwn,  dill  not  proceed  with  anjr  business,  let  the  discussion  go  on, 
uil  watched  the  event;  there  were  many  sentiments,  pru  and  con,  dur- 
ag  which,  efforts  were  made  by  persons  who  have  since  joined  in  the 
Kparation,  to  induce  an  acquiescence  with  the  minute;  at  length  all  op- 
position ceased,  John  Comly  was  desired  to  come  to  the  table,  (he  had 
uken  his  seat  in  another  position,)  he  rose  and  cami;  to  the  table,  ap- 
[orently  in  acr|uiesccnce  with  his  appointment  as  assistant  clerk.  Until 
these  things  bad  taken  place,  that  is,  until  he  had  taken  his  place  tl 
ihe  table  as  assistant  clerk,  I  transacted  no  business  as  clerk.  We  then 
proceeded  with  some  of  the  usual  business,  and  the  meeting  adjourned 
until  the  next  morning;  there  was  no  difticuhy,  the  meeting  went  on 
in  their  business  as  a  united  body.  Next  morning,  after  the  meeting 
•as  regularly  opened.  John  Comly  rose  and  stated,  that  there  were  two 


t  conscientiously  si 
tnd  proposed  that  the  meeting 
served  to  him,  "  why,  John,  you 
>uld  be  a  dissolution," 


table  parties,  and  that 

itaould  adjourn;  when  he  sat  down, 
have  mentioned  no  time  to  adjourn  to,  ai 
mpposing  that  be  had  made  a  mistake  in  not  mentioning  a  time,  and 
hung  willing  his  proposition  should  be  attended  to;  of  course  I  waited; 
itoc  was  a  proposition  before  the  meeting,  and  1  could  not  go  on  until 
it«U&ctudon;it  met,  however,  with  a  very  feeble  support  indeed.  John 
wu  requested  by  several  friends  to  submit  to  the  appointment,  and  go 
ogwith  the  business.  He  took  his  scat,  prepared  to  act,  and  the  busi- 
U»  did  progress,  he  acting  as  usual,  without  making  further  objection 
01  kit  part.  There  was  no  further  difficulty  occurred  in  the  meeting, 
Mtil  the  last  sitting;they  held,  however,  their  private  meetings,  matur- 
ing their  plans  for  a  separation.  1  have  this  information  from  John 
Comlyt  *«  were  not  personally  at  variance,  and  had  frc<iue: 
UtioBi,  in  which  he  was  frank  and  open,  and  spoke  without 
ll««e  matters:  he  told  me  of  the  meetings  that  were  held  in  private 
Hotses,  and  in  Green  street  meeting  house;  I  have  this  from  John 
Coiniy)  and  it  was  also  matter  of  general  repute,  that  tht'sc  meetings 
rat  lield,  and  for  that  purpose.  I  mentioned  to  him  my  decided  ob- 
jection to  all  these  plans  of  separation,  but  observed,  if  you  have  couni- 
«1  ihe  cost,  if  you  are  determined  on  this  measure,  had  you  not  better 
•iddraw  the  propositions  for  a  change,  which  1  have  before  alluded  to 
Uconiing  from  Bucks,  Abington,  and  the  southern  quarter.  lie  said 
It  thought  so  too,  united  with  me  fully  in  that  view,  and  said  they  had 
t«Wr  be  withdrawn,  as  it  was  not  likely  that  they  would  ever  be  adopt- 
ed, and  would  only  occasion  confusion  and  dilliculty.  The  propositions, 
•hen  again  brought  before  the  meeting,  were  withdrawn  with  common 
consent;  there  was  no  dtificulty.  As  I  have  before  mentioned,  no  other 
diflercnces  occurred  until  the  last  sitting.  At  the  last  sitting  on  Seventh- 
day  morning,  a  proposition  was  introduced  from  the  women's  meeting, 
(0  appoint  a  committee  to  visit  the  respective  subordinate  meetings  for 
Iheir  strength  and  encouragement-  To  this  there  was  a  decided  objec- 
lioB  made;  some  Friends  then  in  the  meeting,  and  now  attached  to 
each  of  the  parties,  opposed  it.  The  doubt  of  some  was,  that  it  had 
bciler  not  be  decided  at  that  time;  with  others  there  was  a  decided  op- 
n<»ition  to  the  measure.  At  this  juncture,  a  Friend  stated  to  the  meet- 
lag  of  the  out  door  proceedings,  the  private  meetings,  which  I  have 
etdovoured  to  describe,  and  opened  the  whole  sulijecl;  it  appeared  to 


i 

i 


1 


70 

mc  evidently  to  create  uneasiness  and  alarm  on  the  part  of  those  who 
had  been  concerned  in  these  meetings^  some  of  them  called  in  question 
the  accuracy  of  the  statement  that  had  been  made,  and  seemed  disposed 
to  deny  it;  some  did  deny  it;  others,  however,  said  that  the  general 
statement  was  accurate,  and  acknowledged  it.  The  propriety  of  appoint- 
ing a  committee  under  such  circumstances,  appeared  so  very  obvious, 
that  the  opposition  in  a  great  measure  ceased  for  that  time,  after  which 
there  was  a  greater  and  more  general  expression  of  unity  with  the  mea- 
sure, than  I  have  often,  if  ever,  seen  or  heard.    I  had  been  watching  the    } 
course  of  events  as  the  clerk  of  the  meeting,  to  know  how  to  act,  and    Y 
when  all  opposition  had  ceased,  and  it  was  very  apparent  it  was  the 
sense  of  the  meeting  that  the  appointment  should  be  made,  I  rose  and 
stated  to  the  meeting  that  I  had  had  my  doubts  when  this  proposition 
was  first  brought  in,  whether  it  was  expedient  to  adopt  the  proposition 
at  that  time,  but  that  as  the  servant  of  the  meeting*  it  being  so  mani- 
festly its  sense,  I  should  now  proceed  to  make  the  minute,  and  accord- 
ing made  it,  and  united  with  them  in  their  views,  and  a  committee  wa.9 
appointed  pursuant  to  the  minute. 

There  was  one  other  proposition  made   in  the  meeting,  and  tha.^ 
was  to  raise  three  thousand  dollars,  to  aid  our  brethren  in  North  Caro- 
lina, in  removing  out  of  that  state  many  hundred  coloured  people;  eigl^^ 
or  nine  hundred  of  them  at  least,  who  were  under  the  care  of  the  Caw?-" 
lina  Yearly  Meeting,  and  whose  liberties  were  in  jeopardy,  unless  the  y 
removed  out  of  the  state,  by  a  law  of  that  state.    This  sum  it  was  pny 
posed  should  be  raised  by  the  different  Quarterly  Meetings  in  the  usuatl 
proportions.     This  was  entirely  united  with — ^not  a  single  dissenting 
voice — a  great  many  expressing  their  views,  and  a  minute  was  mad^ 
directing  the  Quarterly  Meetings  to  raise  the  money,  and  pay  it  to  EUi3 
Yamall,  the  Treasurer  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.    There  was  no  othef 
business  that  I  recollect  on  the  last  day  of  the  sitting,  but  the  readings 
of  the  minutes;  during  the  last  hour  of  the  sitting,  ail  the  proceedings 
were  read  over,  as  is  usual  at  the  close  of  the  meeting;  no  objections 
were  made  by  any  one  to  any  part  of  the  minutes,  and  the  concluding^ 
minute  was  also  read,  adjourning  the  meeting  until  the  next  year,  at  the 
same  time  and  place,  if  the  Lord  permit,  or  using  such  other  expression 
as  is  usual  on  such  occasions,  with  those  who  acknowledge  the  super' 
intending  care  of  a  divine  providence,  to  which  minutes  of  adjournment 
no  objection  was  made  by  any  one. 

The  Quarterly  Meetings  that  compose  the  Yearly  Meeting,  all  assem- 
bled, and  in  conformity  with  the  direction  contained  in  the  extract  from 
the  Yearly  Meeting,  raised  their  quotas  of  the  three  thousand  dollars, 
and  paid  it  to  Ellis  Yamall,  Treasurer  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Has  it  been  customary  for  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing to  appoint  committees  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings  for  their 
strength  and  encouragement? 

Answer.  It  has,  it  is  an  ancient  custom  of  the  society. 

During  the  discussion  of  the  proposition  to  appoint  said  committee, 
there  was  no  suggestion  of  a  doubt  of  the  right  and  the  power  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting  to  appoint  such  committee:  the  difference  of  opinion 
was  confined  to  the  expediency  of  making  the  appointment  at  that  time. 
I  was  appointed  one  of  that  committee.  As  a  member  of  such  com- 
mittee 1  visited  the  quarter  to  which  Burlington  and  Chesterfield  Month- 
ly Meetings  belong.     I  was  received  as  a  committee  from  the  Yearly 
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Ifeetingy  and  a  minute  was  made  in  that  meeting;  acknowledging  us  as 
such  committee,  and  expressing  satisfaction  with  our  company.  The 
Tisit  I  paid  to  that  quarter  was  before  the  separation  had  taken  place  in 
the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sioan.  How  long  is  it  since  the  propositions  for  a 
change  in  the  discipline  of  which  you  have  spoken,  were  Rrst  introduced 
into  the  Yearly  Meeting  by  their  advocates? 

Answer.    It  was  within  a  few  years  previous  to  the  separation:  I  think 
not  exceeding  four  years,  as  near  as  I  can  now  recollect.    No  unpleasant 
discussions  or  difficulty  ever  occurred  in  our  Yearly  Meeting  until  these 
propositions  were  introduced,  and  they  never  failed  to  excite  difficulty 
whenever  they  were  brought  forward  in  the  meeting.     There  was,  how- 
ever, one  occasion  occurring  in  1823,  when  another  subject  introduced 
into  the  Yearly  Meeting,  produced  difficulty.     It  has  been  the  custom 
of  the  society,  whenever  any  of  its  doctrines  or  testimonies,  as  we  express 
it,  in  works  that  are  published,  are  misrepresented,  to  endeavour  to  in- 
duce the  editors  of  those  works  to  give  the  views  that  Friends  hold  in 
reference  to  the  doctrines  thus  misrepresented:  this  is  made,  by  its  con- 
stitution, the  duty  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings.     It  is  one  that  is  not 
unfrequently  exercised:  I  myself  have  known  of  two  instances  besides 
the  one  which  occasioned  the  difficulty  to  which  I  have  alluded:  one 
occurred  In  a  republication  of  ^'Mosheim's  Ecclesiastical  History:" 
Friends  interfered,  and  the  editor  printed  their  own  views  on  the  subject. 
There  was  another  instance  in  ^^Dobson's  Encyclopedia:"  there  was 
misrepresentation  under  the  article  Quaker,  or  Friend^  or,  however,  there 
WIS  a  misrepresentation,  which  the  editor  corrected  in  a  subsequent 
volume.     I  am  now  coming  to  the  third  instance,  which  occasioned  the 
difficulty  to  which  I  have  alluded.    I  have  a  general  knowledge  of  several 
other  cases,  but  was  instrumental  only  in  the  cases  mentioned.     In  the 
year  1822,  there  was  a  discussion  in  a  public  paper  published  at  Wil- 
mington, IDelaware,  conducted  under  the  signatures  of  Paul  and  Amicus; 
Paul  attacking  Friends,  and  Amicus  speaking  on  their  behalf;  and  in  a 
manner,  loo,  which  showed  that  he  was  speaking  for  the  society,  clearly. 
After  this  discussion  had  progressed  for  a  considerable  time,  Amicus 
avowed  doctrines  as  parts  of  the  christian  faith,  which  we  could  not 
accord  with;  they  appeared  to  us  of  a  Socinian  character  at  least:  and 
these  essays,  which  first  appeared  in  a  newspaper,  being  about  to  be  re- 
printed in  form  of  a  book  for  a  more  extensive  circulation,  and  a  large 
subscription  being  filled  for  that  purpose,  it  became  the  duty  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  in  the  regular,  order  of  their  proceedings,  to 
notice  the  subject:  and  they  did  so  notice  it  by  appointing  a  committee: 
that  committee  pursued  the  usual  course  in  such  cases;  they  prepared 
a  statement  of  what  were  the  views  of  Friends  on  the  points  I  have 
ailaded  to:  I  was  of  that  committee:  we  concluded  it  would  be  best  to 
use  the  language  of  approved  writers  of  our  society;  and  we  accordingly 
did  so,  making  use  of  our  own  terms  no  further  than  was  necessary  to 
connect  the  subjects;  making  extracts  from  various  approved  authors: 
we  produced  these  extracts  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings.    The  meeting 
nnited  with  the  report  of  the  committee,  and  made  a  minute  on  the  sub- 
ject.    A  Friend  was  desired  to  call  on  the  editor  at  Wilmington,  who 
was  about  to  publish  the  essays  above  mentioned,  who  did  call  on  him, 
and  the  editor  engaged  to  publish  the  minute  in  his  newspaper,  but 
objected  to  publishing  any  thing  on  the  subject  in  his  book.    He  accord- 
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ingly  (lid  publish  the  minute  in  his  paper,  but  declined  saying  any  thing 
on  the  subject  in  his  book,  for  reasons  which  he  gave;  among  others  was 
this,  that  the  subscribers  would  probably  be  dissatisfied.    The  Meeting 
for  Sufferings,  therefore,  were  under  the  necessity  of  publishing  these 
extracts  themselves;  and  they  entered  it  on  their  minutes,  and  did  print 
an  edition  of  it.     Now  then,  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  1823,  when  the 
minutes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  were  read,  and  they  are  always 
read,  these  extracts  from  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends  were  read  as 
part  of  them^— they  were  on  the  minutes:  considerable  objection  was 
made  to  that  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings.    One 
man  said  he  could  not  unite  with  those  doctrines;  another,  that  they  were 
contrary  to  reason,  scripture,  and  revelation ;  another  went  into  an  argn- 
ment  to  show  that  the  scripture  text,  to  wit,  ^Uhere  are  three  that  bear 
record  in  heaven,"  was  a  disputed  text;  and  tried  to  show  that  it  was 
spurious:  he  appeared  to  me  to  be  but  a  novice  in  the  subject:  he  quoted 
Sir  Isaac  Newton*— <I  think  it  was  Sir  Isaac  Newton^^he  might  or  might 
not  have  mentioned  his  name;  I  gathered  it  from  what  he  said.     These 
kind  of  occurrences  were  very  unusual  in  our  meetings,  they  never  had 
occurred  within  my  knowledge.     The  excitement  being  considerablet 
the  meeting  adjourned  until  the  next  morning.     When  the  meeting 
assembled  next  morning,  it  was  proposed  that  the  extracts  should  be 
stricken  off  the  minutes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings:  objection  was 
made  to  that,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  a  disavowal  of  the  doctrines 
held  by  Friends,  these  extracts  being  taken  from  the  writings  of  approved 
Friends.    Very  considerable  diiHculty  occurred  in  the  meeting  from  the 
persevering  objections  of  a  number  of  individuals,  every  one  of  whom^ 
every  individual  of  whom,  for  I  sat  in  a  position  to  see  and  know  them 
all,  have  since  gone  off  in  the  separation.     I  was  at  the  table  as  clerk-* 
it  was  my  duty  to  serve  the  meeting:  perceiving  the  embarrassment  the 
meeting  was  in,  on  the  one  hand  to  expunge,  and  on  the  other  a  desire 
to  retain,  I  arose  and  stated  to  the  meeting  my  duty  and  wish  to  act  as 
its  servant;  and  after  presenting  to  the  meeting  the  state  of  the  case,  as 
I  apprehended  it  at  that  time,  I  proposed  to  them  to  avoid  both  diffi- 
culties by  simply  suspending  the  publication ;  not  taking  it  off  the  mi- 
nutes, and  not  circulating  the  pamphlets,  but  leaving  the  subject.     This 
proposition  was  finally  acquiesced  in,  and  the  business  so  settled.     I 
have  mentioned  in  the  former  part  of  my  examination,  my  firm  belief 
that  doctrines  were  the  grounds  of  separation:  this  was  one  of  the  things 
that  operated  on  my  mind  to  induce  the  belief  that  there  was  an  unset- 
tiement  on  the  minds  of  many  as  far  back  as  that,  in  regard  to  the  doc- 
trines of  Friends.    The  person  who  reasoned  on  the  spuriousness  of  the 
text,  belonged  to  our  own  meeting,  and  well  known  to  me:  he  was  under 
dealing  subsequently,  and  not  many  months  after.     He  told  the  com- 
mittee appointed  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  that  visited  him,  that  he  was 
a  Unitarian— that  he  did  not  unite  with  Friends — that  he  was  a  Unita- 
rian, and  acquiesced  in  the  disownment.     He  was  disowned,  but  not  on 
that  ground;  the  charge  was  of  another  character,  and  made  before  he 
had  avowed  himself.     The  pamphlet  of  extracts  above  spoken  of  was 
here  offered  as  an  exhibit,  and  marked  by  me  No.  12.     The  counsel  for 
the  complainant  object'to  this  as  an  exhibit.     The  witness  further  says 
this  is  the  pamphlet  of  extracts  from  the  writings  of  early  and  approved 
Friends,  of  which  I  have  spoken  above.     Exhibit  No.  13,  *^The  Rules 
of  Discipline  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends.'*    The  witness  further 
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taySf'  that  the  erasures  in  the  printed  lines  in  this  book,  and  the  manu- 
•cript  additions,  have  all  been  made  by  the  direction  and  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  said  Yearly  Meeiinj^^.  Whenever  a  new  rule  is  adopted 
it  is  entered  in  this  book,  as  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  the  society 
would  print  a  new  edition  whenever  they  adopt  a  new  rule.  This  book 
is  a  correct  copy  of  the  rules  of  discipline,  as  they  existed  in  the  society 

Srior  to  1827.     Admitted  by  both  the  parties,  as  well  complainants  as 
efendants,  that  this  is  the  correct  book  of  discipline  prior  to  1827. 

In  reference  to  the  extracts.  Exhibit  No.  12,  question  by  Mr.  fi7oan— 
Has  it  been  usual  for  the  Society  to  publish  at  intervals  books  of  this 
character,  illustrating  their  faith  and  doctrine? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  has.  It  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  the  society 
from  its  rise  to  the  present  time,  to  make  frequent  republications,  and 
original  publications,  containing  its  faith  and  principles,  in  a  great  va- 
riety of  ways  and  forms.  This  can  be  illustrated  from  my  own  know- 
ledge and  agency. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Were  the  individuals  who  were  active  in  the 
meeting,  in  endeavouring  to  expunge  these  extracts  from  the  minutes  of 
the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  the  same  persons  who  afterwards  advocated 
the  change  in  the  discipline,  and  followed  up  those  measures  until  the 
separation? 

Answer.  They  were  the  same  persons,  and  are  now  connected  with 
the  separatists.  The  same  individuals  acted  in  all  these  measures 
throughout.  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  that  every  ihdividual  acted  in  all 
the  cases,  for  there  were  some  I  do  not  know;. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  From  the  year  1823  to  the  year  1827,  were 
the  proceedings  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  conducted  as  they  always  had 
been  before  conducted  by  the  society? 

Answer.  Yes,  they  were.  The  meetings  were  held  at  the  same  titne 
and  place,  and  the  business  conducted  in  the  same  manner,  and  upon 
the  same  principles  as  before.  No  change  had  taken  place  in  these  mat- 
ters. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Had  your  meetings  been  always  conducted 
quietly  and  without  difHculty,  until  this  opposition  to  the  extracts,  and 
propositions  to  change  the  discipline,  were  brought  forward? 

Answer.  They  had  always  been  conducted  in  general  unity  and  har- 
mony. 

Question  by  Mr.  Shan.  Was  John  Comly  one  of  that  committee 
appointed  by  the  Meeting  for  Suiferings,  that  prepared  these  extracts 
which  have  been  spoken  of? 

Answer.  He  was  one  of  that  committec^was  present  when  the  com- 
mittee were  engaged  in  making  those  extracts,  but  was  not  active  in  the 
business.  He  did  not  dissent  from  any  of  the  doctrines:  he  was  cautious 
and  wary,  and  did  not  like  to  come  out — that  was  my  impression.  He 
was  present  at  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  when  the  extracts  were  there 
read,  and  did  not  then  object  to  them.  I  think  he  was  also  present  when 
they  were  ordered  to  be  printed,  and  did  not  object  to  it;  he  said  not  a 
word  on  the  occasion,  that  1  recollect.  At  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827, 
after  the  meeting  had  concluded,  and  before  wc  left  the  house,  in  the 
course  of  conversation,  he  observed  to  me,  that  the  Yearly  Meeting  had 
been  sustained,  and  he  had  no  doubt  it  would  be  supported.  He  spoke 
then  of  their  establishment,  or  their  intended  establishment,  as  a  dis- 
tinct body. 
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The  counsel  for  the  defendant^  Joseph  Hendrickson,  here  rest  their 
examination  of  the  witness,  and  he  being  cross-examined  on  the  put  of 
the  complainant,  and  of  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  defendants,  the  uid 
Samuel  Bettle  saith,  my  residence  is  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  I  be- 
long to  no  party.  I  am  a  member  of  the  regular  Society  of  Friendii 
and  have  been  from  my  birth,  and  have  always  maintained  my  standing 
and  character  as  such. 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  Of  those  designated  in  the  original  bill  as  the 
Orthodox  and  Hicksitc  parties,  to  which  of  them  do  you  belong? 

Answer.  I  admit  that  I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and 
that  they  are  sometimes  called  Orthodox  at  tiie  present  day.  I  belong 
to  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  to  that  Yearly  Meeting  which  is  heldia 
the  third  Second-day  of  Fourth-month  in  Philadelphia— and  stud 
in  the  station  of  a  minister  in  that  society— have  been  actively  engaged 
in  the  administration  of  discipline  in  that  society  since  1827,  and  for 
about  thirty  years.  That  is,  the  Yearly  Meeting,  which,  in  the  coune 
of  my  examination,  I  have  designated  as  a  regular  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  Has  the  society  as  a  Yearly  Meeting,  or  as  a  coilective 
body,  ever  given  its  sanction  to  any  articles  of  faith  or  creed? 

Answer.  They  have  given  their  sanction  to  the  publication  of  worki 
containing  their  doctrines,  and  written  for  the  purpose  of  declaring 
their  doctrines,  through  the  regular  channel,  the  Meeting  for  Sufferingii 
again  and  again.  The  Yearly  Meeting,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting,  does  not 
publish  any  works,  but  it  is  referred  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings^  it  ii  i 
their  business  by  their  regular  constitution:  they  are  the  representadve 
body  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  Has  any  Yearly  Meeting  directly  passed  in 
review  any  work  of  doctrines,  and  directed  it  to  be  published  as  contusr 
ing  the  faith  of  that  body? 

Answer.  I  answer  that  they  have  done  so,  as  I  consider  the  acts  of  their 
representative  body,  as  their  acts.  Their  minutes  being  all  read  every 
year  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  a  special  minute  made  of  approvals 
their  acts,  when  they  state  all  they  have  done;  for  Instance,  the  publict- 
tion  of  Barclay's  works— the  Catechism,  8cc.  and  all  they  have  donei  I  ^ 
consider  it  directly  their  own  act. 

Question.  Are  we  to  understand  then,  that  the  doctrines  of  Friends 
are  only  to  be  found  in  the  works  you  have  mentioned? 

Answer.  Their  doctrines  are  to  be  found  in  the  writings  I  have  men- 
tioned, and  in  a  great  many  others  published  under  the  order  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings.  All  the  doctrinal  works,  before  they  are  pub" 
lished,  arc  submitted  to  the  inspection  of  the  regular  organ  of  societyt 
which  acts  on  behalf  of  society,  and  are  published  or  rejected  accord- 
ingly as  society  thus  concludes.  Hence  I  consider  the  works  of  Robert 
Barclay,  and  other  works  published  in  like  manner,  as  the  works  of  so* 
ciety,  and  the  society  is  responsible  for  them.  As  to  the  term  faith 
Barclay's  Catechism  expressly  uses  the  term.  Confession  of  Faith.  Th* 
Meeting  for  Sufferings  as  the  organ  of  the  society,  circulate  those  book» 
as  containing  the  faith  of  the  society,  to  the  Friends,  and  to  the  worU 
generally. 

Question.  Arc  these  works,  the  composition  of  individuals,  submitl«<' 
by  them  to  the  meeting? 
Answer.  Yes,  they  are,  and  submitted  by  them. 
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ion^  Is  it  understood  that  by  this  sanction,  the  meeting  adopts 
ntiment  of  the  work? 

tr.  It  adopts  the  work— I  speak  generally.  It  adopts  the  work; 
>uld  add,  that  the  society  does  not  consider  itself  responsible 
loctrinal  books,  Out  such  as  are  thus  examined  and  sanctioned. 
ion.  When  thus  adopted,  are  the  society  responsible  for  every 
It  contained  in  the  book? 

5r.  They  are  responsible  for  the  work — they  may  or  may  not  be 
ble  for  every  word  and  sentiment— ^no  such  terms  are  used  in  our 
You  may  urge  it  against  them,  if  there  is  any  doctrine  in 
rork  that  is  unsound. 
ion.  What'arc  the  principal  works  that  have  been  thus  sanc- 

sr.  Fox's  Journal  is  one  of  this  description,  which  they  sanction 
lowledge.  Barclay's  Works  also.  I  cannot  speak  of  all  William 
Vorks:  a  great  deal  of  his  are  controversial.  These  others  I 
'.     Penn's  Works  have  not  been  republished  by  our  meeting. 

0  Cross,  No  Crown,"  has  been  regularly  published  and  circu- 
this  country,  and  by  our  meeting.   I  do  not  know  that  the  so- 

1  ever  passed  upon  William  Penn's  Works — I  don't  know  that 
e  not,  neither.  I  cannot  answer  that  his  works  have  been  ge- 
pproved  by  the  individual  opinion  of  members.  William  Penn 
(idered  a  useful  and  active  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends^ 
i  in  after  the  society  arose;  we  do  not  speak  of  him  as  a  founder, 
non  repute,  and  in  the  usual  way  of  speaking,  George  Fox  was 
ier  of  the  society;  but  we  consider  him  as  the  instrument^-we 
;her:  we  have  a  higher  and  a  greater  head  than  that.  Con- 
n  belief,  was  in  early  times  always  considered  essential  to  mem- 
-when  I  say  so,  I  mean  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends. 

on.  How  was  this  conformity  known  or  ascertained  in  former 

tr.  It  was  ascertained  then,  just  as  it  is  now:  we  cannot  look 

scrutinize  the  hearts  of  men,  but  by  their  avowing  or  publish- 

lines  inconsistent  with  our   faith,  by  the  book  of  discipline, 

ome  proper  subjects  to  be  dealt  with.     When  I  said  our  faith, 

the  faith  of  Friends. 

on.  If  individuals  kept  their  failh  to  themselves,  was  any  cx- 

of  conformity  required? 

r-  No. 

on.  Is  it  required  at  any  period  of  church  advancement,  on  be- 

>vcrseer,  elder,  or  minister? 

:r.  No,  if  an  individual  has  not  declared  his  views  in  relation 

nc  or  principle,  and  is  in  membership  with  us,  we  consider  him 

g  with  us  in  our  faith  and  testimony. 

on.  Have  the  society  then  any  creed,  or  articles  of  faith,  ac- 

to  the  received  ideas  of  other  sects? 

r.  They  have — my  idea  is,  that  any  sect  that  in  their  official 

,  publish  and  circulate  any  book  or  paper  with  the  avowed  inten- 

Tculating  their  doctrine,  and  acknowledging  that  that  document 

tain  a  statement  of  the  doctrines,  that  that  society  hold  and  avow, 

ir  that  such  community  publish  to  the  world  their  faith,  and 

;,'and  principles—that  the  Society  of  Friends  have  not  only,  as 

jfore  stated,  through  their  representative  body,  the  Meeting  for 
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Sufferings,  Bince  that  hai  been  established,  circulated  Barclay's  ^ 
gy,  and  Barclay's  Catechism  and  Confession  of  Faith,  as  conti 
what  they  acknowledge  to  be  the  doctrines  and  faith  of  the  Society  of 
Friends;  but  before  the  establishment  of  that  body,  that  is,,  the  MeeUng 
for  Sufferings,  the  Yearly  Meeting  have  purchased  with  its  funds,  and 
directed  by  their  minutes  on  their  books,  these  publications  to  be  dis- 
tributed and  given  awqrjy  (the  expression  is  used,)  for  the  service  of  truth 
—that  they  have  delivered,  by  committee,  in  their  official. capacity,  to 
George  Washington,  when  he  first  took  the  office  of  president  of  tte^ 
United  States,  a  copy  of  Barclay's  Apology,  to  inform  him  of  the  pril^l 
ciples  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends— it  was  also  delivered  to  Thomail 
Jefferson  with  the  same  view,  and  I  believe  the  other  presidents,  bit  I  I 
don't  know,  and  it  has  also  been  delivered  in  England  to  the  king  of  Elf  ' 
land,  and  to  the  other  potentates  of  Europe,  generally;  I  believe,  to  the 
emperor  of  Russia  and  others,  with  the  express  view  of  circulating  and 
making  known  the  faith,  doctrine,  and  principles  of  the  society,  as  tlief 
have  uniformly  held  them. 

Question.  State  by  whom  thesj  deliveries  took  place. 

Answer.  By  the  Meetings  for  Sufferings,by  their  committee  to  George 
Washington  and  Thomas  Jefferson. 

Question.  Has  it  been  only  through  its  organ,  the  Meeting  for  Suf- 
ferings, that  the  Yearly  Meeting  has  given  its  sanction  to  a  declaration 
of  faith? 

Answer.  No,  it  circulated,  particularly  Barclay's  Apology,  Barclay'i 
Catechism  and  Confession  of  Faith,  before  the  Meeting  for  Sufferingi 
was  instituted,  by  its  own  direction,  and  by  the  application  of  its  owl 
funds  to  that  object.     The  first  minute  I  read  to  this  effect,  was  in  1701* 

Question.  When  did  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  first  take  cognizance 
of  the  publication  of  Friends'  doctrinal  works?  . 

Answer.  I  think  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  was  established  in  1755,  i 
and  the  discipline,  you  will  perceive,  makes  it  part  of  their  duty  to 
superintend  the  publication  of  all  these  works — tjfiey  make  a  minute  of 
all  they  do,  and  these  minutes  are  always  read  every  year  in  the  Yearlj 
Meeting,  and  the  clerk  gathering  the  sense  of  the  Yearly  Meeting, enters 
in  their  book  a  minute  of  approval. 

Question.  Is  an  approval  of  a  doctrinal  work  by  the  London  Meeting 
for  Sufferings,  considered  as  equally  authoritative  by  the  society,  aa  such 
an  approval  by  the  Philadelphia  Meeting  for  Sufferings? 

Answer.  They  are  of  equal  authority.  In  England  those  works  would 
circulate  as  halving  the  sanction  of  their  Yearly  Meeting— they  wouU 
circulate  among  the  Society  of  Friends  generally,  they  being  one  bodyi 
as  an  authentic  work;  but  cases  occur  where  there  is  a  distinct  recog* 
nition  of  the  same  work  by  other  Yearly  Meetings,  and  eminently  so  wi* 
respect  to  the  work  I  have  alluded  to  of  Robert  Barclay;  they,  I  belie vCi 
have  not  only  first  been  recognised  and  published  by  the  only  YeaC*^) 
Meeting  existing  at  the  time,  but  have  been  distinctly  recognised  a^^ 
published,  I  think,  by  every  other  Yearly  Meeting.  There  are  two  kin^' 
of  information  communicated  by  a  witness  on  such  an  examination;  fir"*' 
wliat  he  knows  himself,  and  secondly,  what  he  has  heard  from  histo^J 
I  speak  of  this  in  reference  to  what  I  have  related  as  taking  place  in  170 1 

Question.  Has  the  London  Yearly  Meeting  for  Sufferings  ever  giv^ 
its  sanction  to  any  of  William  Penn's  works? 


L      Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  they  have.    I  have  no  historical  informa- 
■  tion  npon  that  subject,  or  I  should  communicate  it. 
J       Question.  Has  the  soundness  of  William  Penn's  doctrinal  works^  ever 
'    been  questioned  by  the  society? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  they  have.    I  do  not  know  that  they  have 
ever  been  discussed  and  considered  in  a  society  capacity. 
Question.  Have  individuals  in  approved  standing,  been  in  the  habit  of 
I  jaestioning  them? 

B:'    Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  they  have.     William  Pcnn's  works  I 
r%peak  of. 

Question.  At  what  period  did  William  Pcnn  become  convinced  of  the 
principles  of  the  Society  of  Friends  ? 

r    Answer.  I  do  not  know  the  date*— he  was  a  cotcmporary  with  Robert 
'^ftarclayy  George  Fox,  and  the  first  Friends. 

Question.  Did  not  early  Friends,  the  first  Friends,  condemn   the 
formation  of  creeds  ? 

Answer.  No,  not  that  I  know  of — they  would  not  be  guilty  of  such  an 
absurdity.     They  did  not  require  from  their  members  a  subscription 
to  any  given  articles  of  faith,  by  signature,  but  they  did  require  a  con- 
formity to  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  christian  religion,  or  they 
were  liable  to  be  dealt  with  and  disowned.     The  kind  of  conformity  is 
.    expressed  in  their  books  of  discipline  in  clear  and  strong  terms.    I 
(    have  several  times  expressed  that  there  is  no  inquisitorial  authority— 
r    they  do  not  scrutinize  the  opinions  of  men^-conscience  is  free,  but  when 
there  is  an  open  declaration  and  promulgation  of  principles  and  doc- 
trines opposed  to  them,  such  an  individual  is  to  be  dealt  with,  but  there 
must  be  an  open  avowal. 
Question.  Does  the  book  of  discipline  contain  the  terms  of  associa- 
I    tion  of  the  society  ? 

!       Answer.  Yes,  but  like  other  constitutions,  it  is  explained  by  the  set- 
tled general  practice,  or  common  law,  arising  under  it,  or  out  of  its  ad- 
ministration. 
'        Question.  Is  there  any  other  test  by  which  a  member  can  be  dealt 
with  or  disowned,  than  the  discipline  ? 

Answer.  No;  but  to  explain,  the  discipline  does  not  say  a  man  shan't 
itetl|  yet  if  he  steals  he  is  to  be  disowned. 

Qaestion.  Does  not  Barclay's  Catechism  consist  entirely  of  extracts 
from  scripture  ? 
Answer.  I  believe  it  does,  that  is,  the  answers  do. 
Question.  When  was  Evans'  Exposition  first  published  ?  was  it  since 
1837? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  was  since  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Fourth-month  of 
that  year. 

Question.  Has  that  work  been  submitted  to  the  approval  of  any  other 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  than  that  attached  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Arch  street? 

Answer.  I  believe  not.  It  has  been  ^submitted  to  that  meeting,  and  it 
M  accompanied  with  their  approving  minute. 

Question.  Are  the  selections  in  that  work  taken  from  the  standard 
^srks  of  the  society? 

Answer.  I  have  not  read  it  regularly  through — the  extracts  as  they 
*t*  there  taken — the  whole  of  that  book  has  been  regularly  acknowledged 
la  the  usual  way,  by  the  society.     I  rather  suppose  I  must  have  read 
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every  thing  that  is  in  il,  though  I  did  not  read  it  in  direct  connexion  u 
it  there  is.     I  consider  myself  as  answering  for  what  is  in  it. 

Question.  Arc  you  a  member  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Did  ancient  Friends  accord  in  sentiment  with  the  other 
protestant  sects,  in  regard  to  the  atonement,  the  trinity,  and  the  divine 
authority  of  the  scriptures,  and  the  divine  nature  of  our  Saviour? 

Answer..  As  far  as  I  know  the  profession  of  other  protestant  sects  on 
these  subjects,  Friends  agree  with  them  in  substance,  as  explained  in 
my  examination  in  chief.  On  reilection,  I  do  believe  there  is  a  dis- 
crimination in  respect  to  the  scriptures.  Friends  do  not  profess  to  be- 
lieve the  scriptures  to  be  the  word  spoken  of  by  the  evangelist  John-^ 
they  hold  that  Christ  was  the  word,  but  they  believe  that  the  scriptures 
were  the  product  of  revelation  from  God,  and  in  that  sense  the  words  of 
God. 

Question.  Do  Friends  believe  in  the  immediate  revelation  in  their 
minds,  of  the  divine  spirit? 

Answer.  It  is  a  fundamental  article  of  their  belief — the  influence  of 
the  divine  spirit. 

Question.  May  the  language  of  the  scriptures  be  tested  by  this 
manifestation  of  the  spirit? 

Answer.  The  manifestation  of  the  spirit  must  always  be  the  same. 
God  is  true.  Hence  manifestations  of  the  spirit  at  one  time,  can  never 
contradict  manifestations  at  another  time;  and  pretensions  to  be  guided 
by  the  spirit,  and  contradicting  the  revelation  of  the  scriptures,  we  hold, 
in  the  language  of  Barclay,  '*  to  be  a  delusion  of  the  devil." 

Question.  Have  Friends  in  their  writings,  in  any  instance  supposed 
they  perceived  a  discrepancy  between  the  manifestations  of  the  spirity 
and  the  words  of  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  This  would  refer  to  a  critical  analysis  of  the  words  used  in 
the  different  translations  of  the  scriptures.  Friends  take  the  general  ap- 
proved version  of  the  Bible  as  they  find  it  as  a  body. 

Question.  Have  not  approved  writers  supposed  that  they  found  such 
discrepancy  between  this  manifestation,  and  the  words  of  the  scriptures, 
owing  to  mistranslation  or  some  other  cause? 

Answer.  The  writers  among  Friends  on  theological  subjects,  have 
discussed  that  among  others.  As  a  body,  we  have  been  very  cautious  on 
this  subject — and  as  I  said  before,  we  take  the  Scriptures  as  we  find 
them. 

Question.  Have  not  the  writers  who  discuss  this  point,  come  to  the 
conclusion,  that  in  such  case,  they  were  bound  to  abide  by  the  manifes- 
tation of  the  spirit? 

Answer.  No — they  hold  the  doctrine  of  Barclay. 

Question.  Has  no  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society,  sanctioned  directlf 
by  the  review  of  its  own  body,  a  collection  of  doctrines,  and  published 
them  as  the  declaration  of  their  faith  ? 

Answer.  I  think  they  have— and  I  have  given  my  reasons  for  so 
thinking. 

Question.  When? 

Answer.  More  than  once—particularly  in  1701— the  other  dates  I 
don't  recollect — but  an  abstract  can  be  had  of  their  dates. 

Question.  Is  such  declaration  extant  ? 

Answer.  Yes. 
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Question*  What  is  it  ? 

Answer.  Barclay's  Apology,  and  Barclay's  Catechism  and  Confes- 
sion of  Faith.  These  are  the  principal  works  under  the  explanations  I 
have  given. 

Question.  Has  any  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society  done  so  since  1822? 

Answer.  I  speak  for  our  own-— we  have  reprinted  part.  I  know  that 
we  have  published  the  works  of  Barclay,  as  I  have  before  described,  within 
that  time. 

Question.  Is  it  only  thus  by  the  approval  and  publication  of  the  works 
of  individuals,  that  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Arch  street  has  published  to 
the  world  a  declaration  of  its  faith  ? 

Answer.  When  a  work  is  thus  sanctioned,  I  consider  it  no  longer 
merely  an  individual  work,  but  a  work  of  the  church. 

Question.  Has  it  ever  received  and  published  a  declaration  of  faith 
composed  by  any  committee  of  that  body? 

Answer.  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  that  will  come  strictly  under 
that  character.  Where  an  individual  submits  a  work,  the  commit- 
tee enter  with  him  into  the  consideration  of  it,  (here  I  speak  at  home;  I 
have  been  on  such  committees,)  and  make  alterations,  additions  or  omis- 
lions,  and  hence  it  may  be  considered  in  that  sense  as  the  work  of  the 
committee — and  it  is  that  work  that  is  sanctioned  and  published  by  the 
society. 

Question.  Have  any  such  been  published  since  1822,  and  what? 

Answer.  No— not  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Arch  street,  excepting 
the  Exhibit  No.  12,  extracts  from  ancient  Friends.  This  was  a  work 
of  that  kind,  relating  solely  to  doctrine. 

Question.  Would  it  have  been  within  the  constitutional  authority  of 
the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  to  have  immediately  published  that  book  of 
extracts  ? 

Answer.  Undoubtedly. 

Question.  Was  it  not  printed  and  left  unpublished  for  some  time  by 
the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  ? 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  Was  it  published  when  the  meeting  of  1823  arrived? 

Answer.  It  was  printed  at  that  time,  but  not  published— -it  was  just 
then  done.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  whole  edition  was  done.  If  the  Yearly 
Meeting  had  been  delayed  a  month,  it  would  have  been  published. 

Question.  Is  it  usual  when  works  are  submitted  for  the  approval  of 
the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  to  record  them  at  large  on  its  minutes? 

Answer.  No,  not  always. 

Question.  Have  there  been  any  other  instances  except  in  this  case? 

Answer.  I  think  in  the  case  mentioned  of  Mosheim,  and  in  that  of  the 
Encyclopedia,  I  think  they  were  both  transcribed  into  the  minutes*— • 
they  were  both  similar  cases.  It  is  not  an  unusual  practice  to  put  such 
matters  on  the  minutes. 

Question.  Were  the  corrections  of  Mosheim  and  the  Encyclopedia 
entered  on  the  minutes  submitted  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  all  just  as  they  stood. 

Question.  Would  the  reading  of  such  doctrines  contained  on  the  mi- 
notes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  approved 
by  thetn,  be  an  approval  of  such  doctrines? 

Answer.  It  would»-<is  I  have  stated  before,  an  approval  of  the  whole 
ninutes,  would  be  an  approval  of  every  part,  and  of  course  an  approval 
of  any  such  doctrines  contained  in  them. 
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Question.  When  such  a  work  as  Barclay's  Apology  is  published  b) 
the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  is  there  merely  a  short  minute  of  the  ficl 
goes  up  with  the  proceedings  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  ? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Were  the  declarations  of  1689,  and  1693,  that  went  up  t( 
the  British  Parliament,  made  by  the  London  Yearly  Meeting  itself? 

Answer.  I  think  they  were  not,  they  were  signed  by  a  number  of  th« 
first  Friends  of  the  society,  and  I  am  not  acquainted  with  the  detuk 
which  called  them  forth. 

Question.  Were  those  who  presented  them,  a  committee  of  the  Yevl] 
Meeting? 

Answer.  I  have  not  sufficient  information  to  say  that  they  were. 

Question.  Are  we  to  understand  that  the  body  of  Friends,  to  whici 
you  belong,  do  not  recognise  the  appellation  of  Orthodox  as  belonginf 
to  the  Friends? 

Answer.  They  have  never  had  such  subject  brought  under  consider! 
tion.  They  had  a  name  by  which  they  spoke  of  themselves  for  neartw 
centuries— they  call  themselves  the  Society  of  Friends. 

Question.  Do  you  consider  that  you  have  a  right  to  reject  any  aanu 
that  may  popularly  be  fixed  upon  you. 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  what  the  society  consider  on  that  subject 

Question.  Would  you  feel  yourselves  bound  to  take  such  a  title? 

Answer.  I  have  the  same  answer,  you  may  write  it  over  again,  I  doa' 
know  that  I  can  put  it  in  better  terms. 

Question.  I  suppose  the  society  adopt  the  golden  rule,  of  doing  t 
others  as  they  would  be  done  by  ? 

Answer.  Every  true  Christian  adopts  that  rule,  and  all  Christian 
ought  to  do  so. 

Question.  Have  those  persons  who  meet  annually  in  Green  and  Chei 
ry  streets,  and  who  formerly  belonged  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Arcl 
street,  ever  adopted  the  name  Hicksite  ? 

Answer.  I  know  nothing  of  their  proceedings  as  a  body,  on  that  sut 
ject,  but  have  often  heard  their  members  call  themselves  Hicksites. 

Question.  Whether  have  you  ever  heard  members  of  that  meeting  9i 
riously  adopt  that  as  their  title  ? 

Answer.  To  this  I  give  no  answer,  not  knowing  how  to  apply  the  ten 
seriously  as  meant  by  the  question. 

Question.  Do  they  not  also  claim  the  title  of  Friends  ? 

Answer.  As  individuals  their  members  do  so — but  what  they  do  as 
body,  I  know  nothing. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  then  know,  that  as  a  body,  they  ha^ 
adopted  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  I  must  answer  that,  that  I  know  nothing  of  their  procee' 
ings  as  a  hody^  but  that  I  have  heard  that  their  Yearly  Meeting  ga** 
Elias  Hicks  a  minute  of  approbation;  and  hence,  according  to  the  pM 
tice  of  our  own  society,  they  have  done  it  because  they  united  with  hi 
as  a  minister;  we  don't  do  it  without  we  do. 

Question.  Do  you  suppose  them  to  be  governed  by  the  same  rul' 
and  discipline  as  your  society? 

Answer.  No.  The  very  existence  of  the  body  arises  out  of  a  viol 
tion  of  the  most  important  features  in  the  discipline. 

Question.     Do  your  society  consider  themselves  responsible  forever 
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lentiment  delivered  in  the  course  of  their  miniBtry  by  a  foreign  ministeri 
who  has  had  a  minute  of  acceptable  service  among  them? 

Answer.  If  the  sentiments  delivered  in  the  course  of  his  ministry 
irere  considered  unsound,  the  society  would  not  give  him  a  minute  of 
icceptance,  but  would  admonish  him,  or  take  him  under  dealing,  as  the 
rase  might  be. 

Question.  When  was  it  that  you  began  to  consider,  that  is,  when  did 
rour  body  of  Friends  begin  to  consider  Elias  Hicks  as  unsound? 

Answer.  Individuals,  according  to  their  opportunities  and  capacities 
or  judgment,  made  up  their  minds,  some  earlier,  and  some  later,  but 
rith  respect  to  the  body,  its  acts,  as  recorded,  must  be  what  will  speak 
or  it. 

Question.  When  did  this  witness  Rrst  begin  to  consider  Elias  Hicks 
IB  unsound  in  his  doctrine? 

Answer.  I  had  doubts  on  some  points  as  long  ago  as  ten  or  eleven 
^ars,  but  of  my  own  knowledge,  I  had  no  idea  of  the  extent  of  his  de- 
nture until  the  year  1822. 

Question.  Do  not  those  who  meet  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets  claim 
to  hold  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends,  as  a  body,  or  individuals  gene- 
rtlly? 

Answer.  Some  individuals  I  have  heard  say,  they  did  believe  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends,  but  as  respects  the  body,  or  indi- 
vidnals  generally,  I  do  not  know,  any  further  than  I  have  spoken  before* 
mpecting  the  minute. 

Question.  Do  not  Lutherans  and  Calvinists  willingly  adopt  the  name 
of  their  founders? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know.  Such  were  the  names  of  their  founders,  and 
nch  the  names  they  take. 

Question.  Have  you  any  idea  of  the  respective  numbers,  men,  women, 
nd  children,  of  those  who  attend  the  meetings  represented  in  the  Yearly 
Meeting  at  Arch  street,  and  those  who  attend  meetings  represented  in 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Green  and  Cherry  streets? 

Answer.  In  the  answer  I  give  to  this  question,  I  don't  mean  to  recog- 
nise the  Green  street  meeting  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of 
Friends.  My  idea  of  the  question  is,  that  there  is  not  much  difference. 
Iniome  places  those  who  belong  to  the  new  meeting  are  the  most  nu- 
merous; in  other  places  those  belonging  to  the  old  society  are  most  nu- 
merous. What  the  result  of  a  correct  census  would  be,  I  can't  say.  I 
hiTc  reflected  on  it  a  great  deal.  With  respect  to  the  whole  society,  the 
new  society  is  greatly  in  the  minority,  I  have  no  doubt.  By  the  whole 
foeie/jf,  I  mean  all  in  Europe,  as  well  as  in  America;  but  of  all  the  society 
in  America  only,  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt,  that  they  are  greatly  in 
the  minority. 

Qncstion.  What  Yearly  Meetings  were  the  largest  on  this  continent 
fKvioQs  to  the  separation? 

Aniwer.  Philadelphia,  New  York,  Ohio,  and  Indiana. 

Qncstion.  Which  the  next  largest? 

Answer.  I  hardly  know  whether  to  say  Carolina  or  New  England. 

Question.  Is  Carolina  larger  than  Baltimore? 

Answer.  Yes,  larger  than  Baltimore  before  the  separation!  decidedly. 
I  meant  to  name  them  in  the  order  of  their  numbers.  Virginia  is  a  small 
'^^gf  quite  a  small  meeting. 

Question.  Are  there  not  among  those  who  have  separated  from  you, 
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some  who  were  of  great  weight  and  influence  in  your  society  before  the 
separation? 

Answer.  There  were  some;  not  many.  I  speak  now  of  our  Yeirlf 
Meeting  in  Philadelphia. 

Question.  You  have  said  that  as  early  as  in  1822,  you  took  the  impres- 
sion that  there  was  an  unsettled  state  of  mind  in  regard  to  faith  and  doc- 
trine, manifested  hy  some  of  the  members  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  was  so,  at  the  time  those  extracts  were  read  in  the 
meeting  of  1823. 

Question.  Did  that  impression  last  until  the  separation? 

Answer.  Yes — I  saw  it  working. 

Question.  Did  you  consider  that  such  persons  were  entitled  to  equil 
weight  and  influence  in  your  meetings  after  you  took  that  impression? 

Answer.  1  never  considered  them  entitled  to  any  weight  or  influence 
at  all.  I  mean  the  same  persons  who  had  expressed  themselves  in  rela- 
tion to  those  extracts,  and  in  opposition  to  them  in  the  Yearly  Meetine 
of  1823,  and  whose  objections  I  have  quoted.  I  never  heard  some  of 
those  people  in  a  Yearly  Meeting  before,  nor  in  any  other  meeting. 

Question.  Does  the  individual  of  whom  you  have  spoken  as  disputing 
the  text,  that  "there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,"  belong  to 
the  Green  or  Cherry  street  meeting? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know.  He  was  disowned  before  the  separation^  aod 
I  do  not  know  that  he  has  united  with  them. 

Question.  Whether  among  those  who  opposed  the  adopting  of  those 
extracts  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  there  were  not  some  who  had  been  of 
good  standing,  and  persons  of  weight  and  influence  in  the  society? 

Answer.  There  were. 

Question.  Did  the  witness  also  take  an  impression  of  unsoundneiiia 
respect  to  them? 

Answer.  Some  of  them  I  did,  and  some  I  did  not;  it  depended  on  the 
manner  in  which  they  opposed  them. 

Question.  In  respect  to  those  against  whom  you  took  the  impressioni 
did  it  continue  until  the  separation? 

Answer.  Yes.  ' 

Question.  Could  you  under  that  impression  consider  them  of  the 
same  weight  that  they  had  previously  enjoyed  in  the  meetings? 

Answer.  Not  entirely;  and  on  every  subject.     Some,  I  hope,  ma^® 
the  objection  under  a  misapprehension  and  excitement;  others  I  hop€<^   ' 
were  moved  by  the  excitement,  and  would  not  be  opposed  to  the  doC" 
trines,  but  would  go  on  with  the  society  in  maintaining  its  doctrinei- 

Question.  Did  those  who  opposed  generally,  continue  to  be  membC* 
until  the  separation? 

Answer.  Yes,  generally. 

Question.  When  was  that  book  of  extracts  first  published? 

Answer.  It  was  not  published  until  after  the  separation,  in  1838. 

Question.  Was  it  then  published  by  direction  of  the  Yearly  Meetiflff 
that  assembles  at  Arch  street? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Is  there  any  provision  of  the  discipline  authorizing  on* 
meeting  to  deal  with  another? 

Answer.  I  have  already  described  the  subordination  and  account*' 
bility  of  one  meeting  to  another,  and  I  have  nothing  to  add  in  answer  ^^ 
this  question. 
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Question.  Where  a  meeting^  is  set  up,  has  it  not  always  been  with  the 
coDient  of  the  individuals  who  are  to  compose  it? 

Answer.  I  know  of  no  precedent  for  such  a  measure,  and  cannot  an- 
swer this  question. 

Question.  If  one  or  more  Preparative  Meeiinjjs  are  about  to  become 
a  Monthly  Meetinpf,  is  the  consent  of  those  Preparative  Meetings  neces- 
Hry  to  their  becoming  a  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  There  could  not  be  a  Preparative  Meeting  without  beings 
connected  with  a  Monthly  Meeting.  The  consent  of  that  meeting  then, 
must  be  previously  obtained,  and  also  the  consent  of  the  Quarterly 
Meeting,  before  they  could  be  established  as  a  new  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question.  Is  the  consent  of  those  meetings  which  are  to  be  joined  into 
mew  Monthly  Meeting,  requisite  to  their  being  so  joined  to  the  first 
Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  In  all  the  cases  I  have  ever  known,  the  Preparative  Meetings 
bave  requested  the  superior  meeting  to  make  the  establishment. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  known  an  instance  besides  that  mentioned  at 
Baliimore,  of  a  Monthly  or  Quarterly  Meeting  being  laid  down  without 
their  own  consent,  previous  to  the  year  1827? 

Answer.  No,  I  have  known  of  no  other  instance. 

Question.  Have  you  any  historical  knowledge  of  such  a  fact? 

Answer.  Yes,  I  have. 

Question.  Please  to  mention  it? 
'  Answer.  In  John  Griffith's  Journal,  there  is  a  detailed  account  of 
KTcral;  whereby  a  committee  of  a  superior  meeting,  reported  their 
lUte  to  the  superior  meeting,  and  they  were  in  consequence  of  that  re- 
port, joined  together  in  various  ways,  and  alterations  made  by  the  supe- 
rior meeting.  I  refer  to  the  several  cases  mentioned  in  that  book— those 
vere  in  England. 

Question.  Do  you  recollect  whether  the  consent  of  the  Monthly  Meet- 
iig  was  obtained  ? 

Answer.  No  such  a  thing;  it  was  only  the  fitness  of  the  th^ih^q:,  judged 
of  by  the  superior  meeting.  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  such  a  thing 
tt  their  consent  obtained.  I  refer,  however,  to  the  book:  it  is  several 
years  since  I  read  the  book,  and  can  only  speak  from  my  recollection  of 
vhat  is  therein  contained. 

Question.  In  respect  to  the  Baltimore  case,  was  not  that  referred  to 
the  superior  meeting  by  the  parties  concerned,  as  a  case  of  difficulty? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  it  was.  I  found  the  case  in  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  and  have  represented  what  appeared  there. 

Question.  Did  not  the  meeting  laid  down,  consent  to  it  by  its  own 
ainotes? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  they  did.  I  have  i\o  knowledge  of  it  if 
ttsy  did.     I  know  some  of  their  members  opposed  it  in  the  Yearly  Meet- 

•  Question.  Has  a  Quarterly  Meeting  power  to  lay  down  one  Monthly 
Kocting  after  another,  until  they  are  all  laid  down  ? 

Answer.  My  apprehension  is,  that  the  Quarterly  has  the  right  to  lay 
*>*n  a  refractory  Monthly  Meeting,  and  it  is  fairly  presumable  they 
vottld  exercise  that  right  discreetly.  Their  right,  as  laid  down  in  the 
^iplinCf  is  without  limit  as  to  numbers. 

Question.  Are  Quarters  necessarily  composed  of  Monthly  Meetings? 

Aniwer.  Yes,  they  are. 
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Question.  Has  a  Quarter  or  other  superior  meeting  authoritatift 
power  over  an  inferior  meeting,  when  no  case  has  been  referred  to  it? 

Answer.  Yes,  I  consider  it  has  an  authoritative  and  supervisory 
power. 

Question.  Is  the  power  to  lay  down  a  meeting,  a  matter  of  express 
discipline,  or  a  matter  of  usage? 

Answer.  I  consider  it  a  matter  of  express  discipline,  arising  out  of 
the  subordination  which  the  discipline  points  out. 

Question.  Does  the  discipline  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting, 
correspond  with  the  discipline  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting  on  thst 
k,  point? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know. 

Question.  When  a  matter  of  difficulty  is  referred  for  the  advice  and 
assistance  of  the  superior  meeting,  can  the  superior  meeting  do  more 
than  afford  its  advice? 

Answer.  If  its  advice  is  followed,  it  is  all  that  is  requisite;  but  if  it  is 
not  followed,  they  may  enforce  it. 

Question.  The  meeting  is  bound  to  take  the  advice? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  meeting  is  bound  to  take  the  advice. 

Question.  Where  docs  the  executive  power  of  the  society  reside? 

Answer.  In  the  Monthly,  Quarterly,  and  Yearly  Meetings;  that  is,the^ 
power  to  enforce  the  discipline. 

Question.  Has  a  Quarterly  or  a  Yearly  Meeting  any  original  juris* 
diction?  that  is,  can  either  of  those  meetings  originally  take  cognizance 
of  any  offence  against  the  discipline,  by  any  individual  or  otherwise? 

Answer.  In  the  case  of  an  individual,  he  must  be  first  dealt  with  by  a 
Monthly  Meetings— in  case  a  meeting  should  infringe  on  the  order  of  the 
discipline,  which  is  not  uncommon,  then  a  superior  meeting  has  the 
right  to  interfere,  and  see  that  the  discipline  is  exercised  properly,  and 
that  without  application  from  the  meeting.  An  individual  has  his  right 
of  appeal  independent  of  the  meeting.  The  meeting  has  no  right  to  re- 
fuse that  privilege. 

Question.  I  speak  of  the  case  where  there  is  no  application  on  the  part 
of  any  one;  may  the  meeting  of  its  own  motion  interfere,  take  the  infe- 
rior meeting  under  dealing  and  prostrate  it? 

Answer.  In  the  exercise  of  its  supervisory  care,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
superior  meeting  to  see  that  the  discipline  is  duly  exercised,  and  if  a  ^ 
Monthly  Meeting  was  to  refuse  to  restore  the  rights  of  an  individual  in  j 
conformity  with  the  decision  of  its  superior  meeting,  it  would  appear  to  ^ 
me,  that  in  such  a  case,  there  would  be  no  alternative  but  to  lay  down  ; 
such  a  meeting,  or  otherwise  the  right  of  appeal  would  be  of  very  little 
^       value,  there  being  no  way  to  enforce  it.  i 

Question.  Suppose  it  to  be  a  case  not  particularly  affecting  an  indiri*) 
dual,  but  where  a  whole  meeting  is  considered  in  fault;  may  the  so-  i 
perior  meeting  take  that  meeting  under  charge  as  an  offending  meetingt  J 
and  prostrate  it  without  its  consent?  f 

Answer.  The  supervisory  care  is  intended  to  preserve  the  order  of  the^ 
discipline,  and  if  a  Monthly  Meeting  should  act  contrary  to  the  disciplino) 
established  by  society,  and  refuse  to  take  advice,  it  appears  to  me  to  boi! 
the  duty,  and  the  superior  meeting  has  the  authority  to  take  it  under! 
care,  and  that  it  is  a  duty  incumbent  upon  it,  to  lay  down  such  refrac»j 
lory  body.  4 

Question.  I  believe  it  has  been  stated,  that   Friends  profess  to  trans-. 
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the  divine  spirit.     Do  they  own  any  other  head? 

Answer.  They  acknowledge  the  authority  of  the  blessed  head  of  the 
chnrch,  in .  the  establishment  of  the  beautiful  system  and  order  formed 
in  our  discipline,  and  that  under  his  influence,  they  are  bound  to  endea- 
vour to  support  and  execute  it  in  all  its  parts. 

Question.  In  their  deliberative  assemblies,  is  weight  and  influence 
given  to  a  speaker,  in  proportion  to  the  degree  he  is  supposed  to  be  un- 
der the  influence  of  this  spirit? 

Answer.  When  under  that  influence,  it  carries  its  own  weight,  and 
produces  its  own  eflect. 

Question.  In  due  submission  to  that  influence,  has  each  and  every  mem- 
ber the  same  rights  as  others? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  May  not  this  influence  pervade  the  minds  of  the  young,  aa 
veil  as  the  aged? 

Answer.  We  never  doubted  it.  We  take  the  scriptural  rule  to  judge 
by— *'By  their  fruits  ye  shall  know  them." 

Question.  If  a  sentiment  under  this  influence  comes  from  a  younger 
member,  is  it  entitled  to  the  same  weight  as  if  coming  from  an  older 
member? 

Answer.  If  satisfied  that  its  origin  is  from  the  blessed  head  of  the 
church,  there  is  no  distinction. 

Question.   Who  is  to  be  satisfied? 

Answer.  I  have  described  the  manner  and  mode  of  coming  at  our  con- 
chsions,  in  my  examination  in  chief,  and  I  can't  do  it  better. 

Question.  Has  the  clerk  any  more  power  than  any  other  individual 
of  the  meeting? 

Answer.  I  have  described  the  office  and  duty  of  clerk  also,  in  my  ex- 
iinination  in  chi^f,  and  had  rather  use  the  same  language. 

Question.  When  a  meeting  is  divided  in  sentiment,  has  the  clerk  any 
jodicial  authority  to  decide  between  them? 

Answer.  I  have  described  very  particularly  the  mode  of  proceeding  in 
the  cases  described,  and  I  refer  to  my  examination  in  chief. 

Question.  Are  not  the  minutes  of  the  clerk  subject  to  the  revision  of 
the  meeting? 

Answer.  Yes,  in  the  way  that  I  have  heretofore  stated. 

Question.  Is  he  but  the  instrument  or  servant  of  the  meeting,  to  re- 
'tord  its  concluded  sense? 

Answer.  That  is  what  I  have  stated  before. 

Question.  In  taking  that  sense,  does  the  clerk  judge  whether  it  pro- 
ceeds from  the  divine  spirit  or  not,  between  the  opposing  sentiments? 

Answer.  I  cannot  answer  that  question  without  going  into  the  whole 
iroand  of  arriving  at  our  decision,  and  this  I  have  already  done,  and 
I  therefore  refer  to  that. 

Question.  Where  a  meeting  is  divided,  and  neither  party  is  willing 
to  submit,  has  it  not  always  been  usual  to  defer  the  proposition  on  which 
the  parties  are  divided  ? 

Answer.  I  refer  to  my  former  answer;  the  question  is  directly  met 
tberc,  how  it  is  done. 

Question.  Has  not  the  society  in  its  deliberative  assemblies,  always 
Kted  upon  the  principle  of  unanimity  ? 

Answer.  There  arc  frequently  diflercnt  views  expressed,  in  the  dis- 
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cussion  or  consideration  of  subjects,  and  afler  full  time  allowed  for  the 
full  and  free  expressions  of  those  sentiments^  we  come  at  our  conclu- 
sions in  the  way  heretofore  stated. 

Question.  Was  it  ever  the  practice  for  those  who  propose  a  measure,  * 
to  insist  upon  carrying  it  where  there  has  been  a  considerable  number 
opposing  it? 

Answer.  Those  that  propose  a  measure  have  no  other  rights,  neither 
do  they  exercise  any  more  than  other  members.  There  may  have  been, 
in  some  cases,  too  much  tenacity  of  opinion. 

Question.  Would  the  clerk  be  justified  in  recording  the  propositios 
as  being  agreed  to,  while  there  remained  a  strong  opposition-to  it? 

Answer.  As  to  the  abstract  duties  of  clerk,  I  cannot  state  them  in  any 
better  way  than  I  have  stated  them,  and  in  my  own  individual  capacity, 
I  have  acted,  as  I  presume,  in  accordance  with  those  views. 

Question.  As  to  the  contributions  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  the  relief 
of  the  coloured  people  in  Carolina,  at  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  the 
witness  has  said  in  his  former  examination,  that  this  business  was  trani- 
acted  in  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  on  the  last  day  of  its  session.  I  now 
ask  the  witness  whether,  on  reflection,  that  business  was  not  transacted 
earlier  in  the  week  than  on  the  last  day  ? 

Answer.  It  may  have  been  earlier.  I  did  not  wish  to  be  understood 
as  saying  that  it  was  done  on  that  day  particularly.  I  do  not  say  that 
it  was  on  that  day,  and  on  reflection  and  referring  to  a  paper  signed  by 
me  at  the  time,  I  find  that  it  was  on  the  18th  of  the  month  and  fourth 
day  of  the  week. 

Question.  Whether  any  other  weighty  and  important  matters  than 
those  you  have  stated,  engaged  the  attention  of  that  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  There  was  other  business,  according^to  the  regular  routine, 
of  business;  the  report  of  the  committee  that  has  charge  of  the  boarding 
school  at  Weston,  and  a  report  from  the  committee  for  the  gradual 
civilization  of  the  Indian  natives,  answering  queries  o'n  the  state  of  ao- 
ciety,  and  a  report  on  the  treasurer's  account,  these  I  considered  as  iti 
usual  business.  Receiving  and  answering  epistles  was  also  attended  tOi 
These  subjects  were  not  of  a  nature  to  occasion  much  discussion. 

Question.  Whether  after  John  Cox  had  made  his  report  as  from  the 
representatives,  and  a  minute  had  been  made  by  the  clerk  in  respect  to 
it,  a  number  of  the  representatives  did  say  in  the  meeting  that  they  did 
not  authorize  the  report,  and  wished  further  to  consider  the  subject? 

Answer.  There  were  a  few,  but  very  few,  who  objected  to  the  reporV 
but  there  were  others  holding  the  same  views  that  supported  the  state* 
ment  of  John  Cox,  and  it  seemed  to  raise  a  feeling  in  the  meeting,  that 
his  word  should  be  doubted,  and  the  whole  subject  quickly  passed  aw^y* 

Question.  Was  it  not  also  stated  that  the  meeting  gathered  up^^ 
these  representatives,  and  interrupted  their  deliberations? 

Answer.  Not  within  my  knowledge. 

Question.  Was  not  the  appointment  of  what  has  been  called  the  Yeat^) 
Meeting's  committee,  the  last  act  of  the  meeting,  except  the  reading  ^' 
the  minutes? 

Answer.  After  that  committee  was  appointed,  the  whole  of  the  t*** 
nutes  were  read  through^^-sometime  passed  in  silence— a  time  of  entir* 
profound  silence^— it  was  a  remarkable  time,  under  the  peculiar  circu^ 
stances  in  which  we  were  placed.  I  noticed  the  circumstance  to  tt>* 
meeting;  that  is,  the  kind  of  feeling  that  appeared  to  prevail,  as  what 
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alluded  to  by  the  circumstance;  after  which,  I  arose  and  deliberately  read 
the  concluding  minute,  and  the  meeting  separated. 

Question.  Did  those  who  had  been  at  the  Green  street  meetings 
spoken  of,  on  that  day  take  any  part  in  the  appointment  of  what  has 
been  called  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee? 

Answer.  I  think  not.  Aftfcr  the  cfevelopment  that  I  have  mentioned 
of  their  prospects,  they  did  not  take  any  part.  There  was  nothing  to 
prevent  their  taking  a  part — if  they  had  offered  a  name,  I  should  have 
taken  it. 

Question.  Did  they  not  strenuously  oppose  that  measure? 

Answer.  I  have  described  very  minutely  that  whole  process,  and  must 
refer  to  my  examination  in  chief. 

Question.  Endeavour  to  recollect  whether  those  in  favour  of  that 
measure  did  not  distinctly  request  those  opposed  to  it,  not  to  nominate 
any  person  for  that  committee,  as  having  no  part  in  it? 

Answer.  No,  not  that  I  recollect.  There  was  one  that  was  opposed 
to  the  measure,  that  requested  his  friends  not  to  nominate,  but  I  paid  no 
regard  to  either. 

Question.  In  fact,  was  there  any  one  of  those  who  opposed  it  named 
on  it? 

Answer.  None  that  were  named  on  it,  have  gone  off  in  the  secession. 

Question.  Were  there  not  some  important  measures  brought  up  to 
that  meeting,  deferred  from  the  incompetent  state  of  the  meeting  to  act 
upon  them,  by  common  consent? 

Answer.  There  was  no  appearance  of  incompetency  on  the  part  of  the 
meetings— their  ver^  last  act,  I  thought,  was  full  evidence  of  their  com- 
petency. 

Question.  Were  not  the  propositions  which  came  up  from  Bucks^ 
Abington,  and  Southern  Quarters,  to  alter  the  discipline,  postponed  by 
general  consent? 

Answer.  I  have  stated  all  those  circumstances  in  my  answer  in  chief. 

Question.  Was  there  not  a  proposition  from  the  Philadelphia  Quar- 
ter also,  to  alter  the  discipline  with  respect  to  the  right  of  challenges  on 
appeals? 

Answer.  Yes,  and  referred  back  to  that  Quarter. 

Question.  Was  it  not  stated  as  a  reason  for  so  referring  it  back, 
thai  the  meeting  was  in  an  unsettled  state? 

Answer.     I  do  not  recollect  that  any  such  reason  was  publicly  given. 

Question.  Was  there  not  a  subject  of  serious  difference  between 
Philadelphia  Quarter  and  Green  street  meeting,  also  referred  up  to  that 
meeting? 

Answer.  There  was  a  simple  request  came  up  from  the  Philadelphia 
Quarter  for  assistance  in  a  case  of  difficulty,  according  to  my  recollec- 
tion of  the  form  in  which  it  came. 

Question.     What  was  done  with  that? 

Answer.  It  was  referred  back  to  the  Philadelphia  Quarter,  as  I  re- 
collect; I  know  that  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  it  was  not  acted  upon. 

Question.     Was  there  any  reason  assigned  for  doing  so? 

Answer.     Not  any.  In  the  disposition  of  these  subjects,  as  near  as  I  * 
can  recollect  in  the  manner  stated,  there  was  a  united  conclusion  of  the 
meeting,  after  as  full  an  expression  of  opinion  as  is  usual;  and  those 
that  took  part  in  this  business,  some  of  them  now  belong  to  the  new 
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meeting,  and  others  remain  with  the  old  society,  and  participated  with 
the  deliberations  of  the  meeting  which  led  to  those  conclusions. 

Question.  What  was  the  reason  that  the  meeting  came  to  these  con- 
clusions upon  all  those  important  subjects? 

Answer.     Propositions  were  distinctly  and  separately  made,  discusi- 
ed,  united  in,  and  recorded  by  thellcrk.  I  don't  think  there  was  much, 
if  any,  reasoning  on  the  subject.     A  mere  discussion  and  expression  of  } 
opinion  on  the  propriety  of  the  propositions  simply. 

Question.  Was  there  a  discussion  of  the  merits  of  any  one  of  those 
subjects? 

Answer.     There  was  not  any  one  of  them  fully  gone  into  or  discussed* 

Question.     Were  they  not  virtually  withdrawn  on  both  sides?  \ 

Answer.  They  were  disposed  of,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  pre- 
cisely in  the  manner  which  I  have  stated — no  man  had  the  power  to 
withdraw  them. 

Question.     Whether  did  or  did  not  Thomas  Wistar,  when  the  sub-  ^ 
ject  of  the  alteration  of  the  discipline  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter 
was  mentioned  in  its  order,  rise  in  the  meeting,  and  in  substance  say, 
that  in  consideration  of  the  state  in  which  that  meeting  was,  he  thought 
it  better  not  to  go  into  the  consideration  of  the  subject? 

Answer.  My  recollection  is,  and  I  think  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  the 
proposition  made  in  relation  to  it,  was  from  another  Friend.  And  what 
Thomas  Wistar  said,  if  he  said  any  thing,  I  do  not  recoilect-^I  am 
pretty  clear  it  was  from  another  Friend. 

Question.     Please  to  state  what  fell  from  the  other  Friend? 

Answer.  He  made  the  proposition  above  alluded  to,  in  relation  to  the 
subject  that  came  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter. 

Question.  Is  it  not  usual  to  send  down  extracts  from  the  minutes 
of  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  the  next  approaching  Quarters? 

Answer.     Yes. 

Question.  Were  those  extracts  received  and  read  by  all  the  different'  j 
Quarters?  | 

Answer.  I  did  not  attend  all  the  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  my  infor-  | 
mation,  if  I  give  any,  must  be  from  what  was  staled  by  others — I  am  ; 
willing  to  give  such  as  I  have:  They  were  read  in  all  the  Quarters,  eXi*  ■ 
cepting  Bucks,  and  at  that  Quarter  they  recognised  the  authority  of  { 
the  Yearly  Meeting.  The  only  subject  on  these  extracts  that  required  I 
to  be  acted  upon,  was  the  direction  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  them,  to  ■ 
raise  their  quota  of  the  sum  to  be  sent  to  Carolina;  and  they  did  raise  j 
and  pay  the  money  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.  I  am  not  I 
certain,  on  reflection,  that  I  was  ever  informed  what  was  done  in  the  i 
Southern  Quarter'^only  I  know  that  they  raised  the  money  and  paid  it  i 
into  the  hands  of  the  Treasurer.  | 

Question.  Did  not  the  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  fall  of  1837t  . 
receive  and  answer  an  epistle  from  those  who  met  at  Green  street?  : 

Answer.  I  have  been  informed  that  they  did,  and  that  it  was  one  of  ; 
the  causes  which  led  to  the  separation  in  that  Yearly  Meeting.  ' 

Question.  This  then  was  previous  to  their  separation? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  When  was  that  meeting  divided? 

Answer.  In  the  subsequent  year,  t.  e.  in  1828. 

Question.  They  met  all  together  in  that  year?  I 

i- 


i\n8wer.   Yes,  they  met  all  together — I  have  such  information  that 
do  not  doubt  it. 

Question.  Did  not  those,  whom  the  Yearly  Meeting  that  is  held  at 
Arch  street  recognise  as  Friends,  withdraw  from  the  meeting  house  at 
Baltimore,  leaving  much  the  greater  number  behind? 

Answer.  I  have  understood  they  did;  but  I  am  not  able  to  state  the 
facts  and  circumstances  that  led  to  this  measure. 

Question.   Did  a  similar  occurrence  take  place  in  New  York? 

Answer.  I  know  not  how  similar  it  was. 

Question.  Did  not  the  smaller  number  withdraw? 

Answer.  I  have  understood  that  the  smaller  number  withdrew— the 
imaller  number  in  attendance:  it  will  be  understood  in  both  cases. 

Question.  It  was  mentioned  yesterday,  that  in  the  year  1798,  though 
the  fever  prevailed  very  much  in  the  district  about  Pine  street  meeting 
house,  Friends,  notwithstanding,  thought  it  proper  to  commence  their 
meeting  there.  I  would  ask  the  witness,  whether  it  was  essential  to  the 
holding  a  valid  Yearly  Meeting,  that  they  should  expose  themselves,  to 
the  peril  of  life,  to  go  to  that  place  to  hold  it? 

Answer.  They  considered  it  was  right  to  assemble,  and  did  assem- 
ble—doubtless, when  a  body  adjourns  to  a\specific  place  and  time,  they 
should  meet  at  such  time,  according  to  their  adjournment. 

Question.  If  in  consequence  of  the  danger  prevailing  in  the  neigh- 
boorbood  of  Pine  street  meeting,  Friends  had,  by  common  consent,  as- 
lembled  at  Keys'  alley,  instead  of  Pine  street,  could  they  have  held  a 
▼did  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  should  consider  that  they  had  as  much  right  to  assemble 
in  New  York  as  in  Keys'  alley.  The  place  at  which  they  ought  to  as- 
iemble  was  in  Pine  street,  and  no  authority  could  change  it  If  they 
had  met  in  Keys'  alley,  it  would  have  been  an  irregular  step;  and  I 
•honld  consider  it,  in  my  own  mind,  that  it  would  not  have  been  a 
▼slid  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  If  therefore,  the  house  was  burnt  to  ashes,  would  Friends 
be  obliged  to  meet  on  the  ruins  and  thence  adjourn. 

Answer.  There  are  several  cases,  I  think,  that  have  occurred  in  latter 
times,  that  will  illustrate  that  question.  At  Abington  Quarterly  Meet- 
Ingf  Friends  stopped,  after  those  who  have  separated  had  concluded 
their  business,  and  adjourned  in  the  house,  till  the  next  day.  The  next 
dsy  we  assembled;  I  was  present,  though  not  a  member  of  that  Quar- 
ter; we  found  the  house  locked,  and  the  out-houses—- and  a  company  of 
those  who  have  gone  off  in  the  separation  were  ihero:  they  refused  to  let 
Friends  use  the  house,  though  they  did  not  want  it  themselves;  and 
Friends  assembled  under  the  trees,  noticed  the  circumstances  that  had 
prevented  them  getting  into  the  house,  and  regularly  adjourned  to  an- 
other place.  I  could  mention  other  instances,  where  they  have  met  in 
the  road.  I  mention  these  to  show  that  if  the  house  is  inaccessible. 
Friends  would  meet  as  near  to  it  as  they  could  get,  and  there  make  a 
regular  adjournment  to  another  place.  If  the  house  was  burnt  down, 
the  case  would  be  the  same. 

Question.  What  is  a  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  refer  to  the  order  of  society,  as  laid  down  in  our  disci- 
pline. 

Question.  Is  it  the  collection  of  the  members  in  which  the  quarters 
tre  represented? 
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Amwer.  I  refer  to  the  diicipline  which  it  made  tn  exhibit,  for  the 
organization  of  the  society,  and  its  different  meetings. 

Question.  Are  we  to  understand  from  what  has  been  before  said,  that 
a  Yearly  Meeting  would  lose  its  identity,  by  meeting  at  a  different  time 
and  place,  from  that  to  which  it  was  adjourned? 

Answer.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  most  serious  consequences  might 
arise  from  such  unauthorized  acts;  the  uniform  practice  is  agunst  it, 
and  ought  to  be  so. 

Question.  I  think  it  was  stated  by  the  witness  yesterday,  that  b  his 
apprehension,  one  of  the  objects  of  the  increase  of  representatives,  waa 
to  change  the  clerk?  As  a  member  of  the  society,  were  you  oppoied 
to  the  views  of  those  who  desired  a  change  in  the  clerk? 

Answer.  As  they  have  since  developed  those  views,  I  was  opposed 
to  them  ;  but  as  clerk  of  that  meeting,  I  had  determined  to  act  merely 
as  its  servant — and  I  am  not  conscious  of  recording  a  decision,  which 
was  not  authorized  by  that  body. 

Question.  Did  you  not  then  apprehend,  that  those  who  desired  a 
change  of  the  clerk,  had  ulterior  objects  in  view,  to  which  you  were 
not  friendly?  . 

Answer.  All  this  would  be  inference.  I  did  intend  to  act  as  the 
clerk  of  that  nieeting.  I  certainly  did  apprehend  so.  I  had  no  know- 
ledge of  their  ulterior  views,  only  by  inference ;»— they  did  not  tell  me 
their  views. 

Question.  Whether  did  you  not  take  an  active  part  in  the  discussion 
of  the  question,  between  the  Philadelphia  Quarter,  and  the  Green  street 
meeting,  which  was  expected  to  come  before  that  meeting? 

Answer.  In  common  with  others,  as  a  member  of  that  quarter,  I 
offered  my  sentiments. 

Question.  Is  not  every  Yearly  Meeting  independent  of  all  other  Year- 
ly Meetings? 

Answer.  I  do  not  conceive  that  they  are;  and  if  desired,  I  will  explain 
my  reasons.  The  society  is  one  general  body,  holding  one  common  iaith; 
and  my  rights  are  not  confined  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Philadelphia; 
but  if  I  was  to  go  into  any  other  Yearly  Meeting,  I  have  claims  and 
rights  there ;  so  it  may  be  perceived,  I  am  a  member  of  the  great  body 
ofthe  Society  of  Friends,  and  have  general  rights  ;  but  if  I  depart  from 
the  generally  accepted  faith  of  that  body  of  christians,  or  if  I  violate 
its  church  government,  I  forfeit  those  rights — ^and  I  consider  what  is 
true  of  one,  is  true  of  many,  call  themselves  what  they  may ;  hence 
Yearly  Meetings  are  not  isolated,  wholly  independent  bodies. 

Question.  Is  not  this  right  subject  to  the  acceptance  by  the  meeting, 
within  whose  limits  you  go,  of  your  certificate  of  membership? 

Answer.  I  must  produce  from  the  meeting  where  I  belong,  a  regular 
certificate  to  the  meeting  where  I  go  or  remove ;  and  such  meeting  has 
the  right  of  judgment,  whether  that  certificate  shall  be  received ;  and 
if  it  should  appear  that  it  had  not  been  issued  by  a  meeting,  regularly 
constituted  in  the  order  of  our  society,  they  would  reject  it,  and  refuse 
to  receive  me. 

Question.  When  accepted,  would  that  right  extend  to  a  participation 
in  the  administration  of  the  discipline  and  to  property? 

Answer.  I  should  have  every  right  and  privilege  of  a  member  of 
the  meeting,  to  which  the  certificate  was  presented. 
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Question.  Peraoni  coming  from  England,  then,  and  getting  their 
certificates  accepted  by  a  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  would  hare 
an  those  rights? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Docs  not  each  Yearly  Meeting  make  its  own  discipline? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Does  that  discipline  afford  the  supreme  rule  of  conduct 
for  that  meeting  and  all  its  branches? 

Answer.  That  discipline  governs  its  members,  in  the  manner  I  hare 
described  in  my  exammation  in  chief. 

Question.  If  that  discipline  be  variant  from  that  of  another  Yearly 
Meeting,  London  for  instance,  will  the  discipline  of  the  former  govern 
within  its  own  limits? 

Answer.  A  man  is  subject  to  the  discipline  of  the  Yearly  Meeting 
within  which  he  resides,  and  not  to  any  other.  There  are  some  slight 
Tariations,  but  not  in  any  important  or  fundamental  principles,  in  the 
different  Yearly  Meetings. 

Question.  You  have  said,  in  the  course  of  your  examination,  that  it 
was  reported,  prior  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  that  private  meet- 
ings were  held  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  separation.  Was  it  not 
also  reported,  that  one  of  the  objects  of  these  private  meetings,  was  to 
effect  a  change  in  the  clerk? 

Answer.  It  was  so  reported. 

Question.  Was  it  also  reported,  that  they  were  desirous  of  changing 
the  clerk,  as  one  of  the  means  of  bringing  about  their  ends? 

Answer.  Yes,  I  did  hear  it  reported  several  times. 

Question.  Do  not  some  Yearly  Meetings  disown,  for  causes  which 
others  do  not? 

Answer*  Some  Yearly  Meetings  extend  their  disownment  to  offences, 
which  are  not  taken  cognizance  of  by  the  discipline  of  others.  The  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Ohio,  is  peculiarly  circumstanced.  They  are  in  a  grain 
growing  country,  to  a  considerable  extent,  remote  from  market;  hence 
they  extend  their  discipline,  which  exists  in  most,  or  all  of  our  Yearly 
Meetings,'  against  the  distillation  of,  or  trafRc  in,  spirituous  liquors. 
This  seems  to  arise  out  of  their  peculiar  circumstances,  and  this  part 
of  their  discipline,  in  that  respect,  is  different. 

Question.  Are  there  not  other  causes  also,  for  which  the  discipline 
of  one  Yearly  Meeting  disowns,  when  that  of  another  does  not? 

Answer.  My  memory  does  not  furnish  me  with  any  other  instance. 

Question.  Is  there  not  in  New  York,  a  provision  of  the  discipline, 
that  a  man  may  marry  the  sister  of  his  deceased  wife,  or  his  first  cousin? 

Answer.  I  believe  not.     I  am  not  informed  if  it  does. 

Question.  When  a  Yearly  Meeting  makes  a  minute  of  its  having  had, 
during  its  sittings,  the  company  of  ministers  from  other  Yearly  Meet- 
ings, of  their  visit  having  been  acceptable,  does  such  minute  extend 
further  than  to  approve  their  service  on  that  occasion? 

Answer.  Our  Yearly  Meeting,  as  a  general  meeting  for  business, 
makes  no  such  minute.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders 
formerly  used  to  give  short  minutes  of  that  kind;  at  present  it  is  the 
practice  not  to  give  such  minute,  except  it  be  for  persons  who  come 
mm  Europe.  That  is  an  answer  to  the  question  as  far  as  practice 
goes. 
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Question.  Do  they  not  ever  direct  an  endorsement  approbttory  of 
such  visit  on  the  certificate  brought  by  the  minister? 

Answer.  No.  I  should  consider  that  a  minute;  and  a  mere  quibble 
to  say  it  was  written  on  one  piece  of  paper  rather  than  another. 

Question.  Does  the  minute  mentioned  as  ^iven  to  a  minister  from 
Europe,  extend  further  than  to  approbate  his  services  on  that  particular 

occasion? 

Answer.  Yes, it  is  avery  comprehensive  minute.  It  jjenerally  alludei 
to  their  deportment,  conduct,  and  services,  while  in  our  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  If  the  visit  had  only  been  during^  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
the  ministerial  services  occurred  only  on  that  occasion,  would  the  minute 
extend  beyond  that  occasion? 

Answer.  There  have  been  instances  where  Friends  from  Europe  hare 
attended  a  Yearly  Meeting^  soon  after  their  landing — notice  is  taken  of 
their  certificate,  simply  of  the  fact  that  they  are  there  with  such  ccrliB- 
catc;  but  there  is  no  minute  given  them  expressive  of  their  serviceii 
until  they  return,  so  that  there  is  full  opportunity  of  Friends  judging*! 
and  feeling,  and  acting  understand ingly. 

Question.  If  a  Friend  of  that  description  were  to  land  just  before  a 
Yearly  Meeting,  and  attend  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  remain  sometime 
after,  would  he  return  to  Europe  without  a  minute  of  approbation;  and 
if  not,  when  and  by  whom  would  it  be  given? 

Answer.  It  is  rather  a  hypothetical  case  that  has  not  occurred;  bat  I 
can  answer,  it  would  be  given  by  the  next  Yearly  Meeting  that  tsecm- 
bled  after  his  leaving  the  country;  and  would  be  adapted  to  thepeculitr 
circumstances  of  his  case. 

Question.  Have  you  known  of  no  case  of  a  Friend  arriving  a  short 
time  before  a  Yearly  Meeting,  and  returning  a  short  time  after,  and  yet 
the  minute  given  by  that  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  No  such  case  has  ever  occurred  within  my  knowledge. 

Question.  In  the  case  next  previously  put,  would  the  minute  extend 
to  approve  any  thing  more  than  what  passed  on  the  occasion  of  the 
visit? 

Answer.  This  is  a  suppositious  case,  and  I  give  my  opinion  of  what 
ought  to  be  done.  The  practice  of  other  Yearly  Meetings  I  know,  foi 
a  case  occurs  to  my  mind  now.  In  a  neighbouring  Yearly  Meeting,  that 
of  Ohio,  it  is  the  practice  to  give  minutes  of  the  description  the  quei' 
tions  allude  to.  At  one  of  their  Yearly  Meetings  there  were  a  numbei 
of  Friends  from  other  places  with  certificates  attending^-a  committee 
was  appointed,  according  to  their  practice,  to  prepare  endorsement! 
upon  the  certificates  which  those  Friends  had  produced — they  produced 
certificates  accordingly  for  all  but  one  Friend.  With  his  services,  whil« 
in  the  bounds  of  their  Yearly  Meeting,  the  committee  were  not  satisfied 
and  they  reported  to  the  meeting  the  fact,  that  they  were  not  satisfied 
to  prepare  any  certificate  for  that  Friend.  The  meeting  confirmed  theii 
practice,  and  none  was  prepared. 

Question.  In  what  year  did  that  occur? 

Answer.  I  cannot  tell  you;  it  was  before  the  separation — but  it  was 
in  later  times — quite  later  times;  but  before  the  separation. 

Question.  Did  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  which  this  occurred,  take  place 
before  that  individual  returned  ? 

Answer.  He  was  present  in  the  meeting,  and  witnessed  the  refusal. 
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Question.  Were  the  servicei  which  occasioned  the  refusal  on  the  same 
Tisic  made  within  the  limits  of  ^hat  Yearly  Meeting  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  how  far  the  committee  extended  their  views 
— they  had  the  whole  subject  before  them,  and  made  their  report  as  the 
result  of  their  conference. 

Question.  Had  the  individual  been  at  home  between  the  time  of  hit 
visits  to  the  different  meetings  composing^  the  Yearly  Meetingi  and  the 
holding  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  which  the  refusal  took  place? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  he  had;  I  presume  not. 

Question.  In  those  Yearly  Meetings  which  are  in  the  habit  of  giving 
such  minutes  to  American  Friends^  arc  those  minutes  considered  as  ex- 
tending further  than  to  the  attendance  on  that  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  The  committee  appointed  to  prepare  them,  take  the  whole 
subject  under  consideration;  and,  I  apprehend,  if  the  individual  had  not 
said  one  word  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  yet  if  this  committee,  composed 
of  individuals  from  different  parts  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  have  known 
of  failures  in  moral  conduct  or  doctrine  on  the  part  of  such  Friend,  they 
certainly  could  not  prepare  a  minute  of  approbation. 

Question*  Do  such  minutes  approve  the  conduct,  deportment,  and 
services  of  the  individual,  previous  to  the  time  when  he  came  within 
the  limits  of  that  Yearly  Meeting  on  that  visit? 

Answer.  Our  meeting,  as  I  said  before,  gives  none;  the  practice  of 
other  meetings  is  different.  Some  usually  give  very  short  minutes  in- 
deed, others  quite  copious  minutes;  I  have  reason  to  know  that. 

Question.  Does  either  the  short  or  the  long  minute,  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  different  meetings,  go  beyond  the  conduct  and  services 
of  the  individual  at  that  visitP 

Answer.  I  have  no  doubt  that  if  a  Friend  in  a  neighbouring  Yearly 
Meeting  to  the  one  who  had  the  consideration  of  giving  him  a  certificate 
at  the  time  before  them,  had  failed  in  correct  moral  conduct,  or  in  the 
adherence  to  sound  christian  doctrine,  and  this  was  within  the  knowledge 
of  that  committee,  that  they  ought  to,  and  would,  refuse  to  give  him  a 
minute  of  approbation. 

Question.  If  you  recollect  it,  will  you  give  the  form  of  this  minute  of 
approbation  ?  Is  it  generally  any  thing  more  than  that  the  minister  or 
individual  has  acceptably  attended  that  meeting,  or  something  in  that 
form?  Is  it  any  thing  more,  or  what  is  it? 

Answer.  In  several  of  the  meetings  it  is  generally  in  that  form.  In 
the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Virginia,  Carolina,  and  Indiana,  I  think  the 
minute  is  more  copious,  considerably  more. 

Question.  Can  you  give  us  the  substance,  or  precise  words,  of  that 
more  copious  minute? 

Answer.  No,  I  cannot. 

Question.  Although  a  minister  may,  at  a  previous  time,  have  been 
supposed  by  individuals  to  have  delivered  exceptionable  doctrines,  yet 
if  none  such  have  been  delivered  in  the  course  of  his  ministry  during 
the  period  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  would  such  a  minute  involve  the 
meeting  in  an  approbation  of  all  his  previous  doctrines  ? 

Answer.  No  minute  would  be  given;  and,  if  it  should,  I  apprehend 
it  would  be  very  indiscreet,  if  it  was  within  their  knowledge. 

Question.  If  a  minister  is  at  one  time  unsound,  can  he  never  again 
become  sound  and  acceptable  in  the  ministry  ? 
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Answer.  It  would  limit  the  mercy  and  power  of  Qod.  Moit  undoibC-i 
ediy  he  can.  A 

The  counsel  for  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Dccow,  one  of  the  dw 
fendants,  here  rest  the  cross-examination,  and  the  said  Samuel  Betthl 
being  further  examined  in  chief  on  the  part  of  Joseph  HendricksoDi  oig 
of  the  defendants,  further  saith: — 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  In  the  case  last  put,  is  it  not  necessary  thik 
an  acknowledgment  should  be  made,  and  that  that  acknowledgmoC 
should  be  received  by  the  society  before  his  ministry  can  be  accepted? 

Answer.  If  an  acknowledgment  is  necessary,  he  must  have  been  dolt 
with. 

Question.  Where  a  minister  has  been  confessedly  unsound,  is  it  Ml  < 
necessary  that  an  acknowledgment,  either  voluntarily  or  otherwiNb  J 
should  be  made,  before  he  would  be  received  as  an  accepted  minister  flf' 
the  society  ?  '1 

Answer.  He  ought  to  submit  to  the  regular  administration^of  the  dilii 
cipline  in  his  case;  and  if  by  the  labour  and  care  of  his  brethren  beb'^ 
happily  brought  to  see  his  error,  he  must  make  an  acknowledgmcati 
and  if  an-  acknowledged  minister,  he  must  be  again  regularly  recoup  I 
mended  from  his  Monthly  Meeting,  and  that  recommendation  acknoi^  1 
ledged  and  sanctioned  by  a  Quarterly  Meeting,  before  he  can  be  restorii  ! 
to  his  station  as  a  minister  in  our  society.  i 

Question.  Would  the  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting  give  a  minute  of  appr^' 
bation  to  a  Friend,  whom  they  knew  to  have  propagated  unsonnd  do^ 
trines  within  the  limits  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  althbvgh  < 
within  the  said  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting  his  conduct  and  doctrmes  nught  ' 
have  been  correct  ?  , 

Answer.  I  think  they  ought  not,  and  would  not.  If  he  had  thus  tnutt- , 
gressed,  or  been  guilty  of  immoral  conduct. 

Question.  In  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  was  not  John  Cox  of  Bo^ 
lington,  in  the  report  which  he  made  as  from  the  representative  bodvof 
that  meeting,  respecting  the  nomination  of  a  clerk,  actively  sustained  if 
to  its  correctness  by  several  persons,  who  have  since  gone  off  in  theN" 
paration? 

Answer.  Yes,  he  was* 

Question.  Was  that  Yearly  Meeting  of  1 827,  conducted  as  it  had 
usually  been  conducted  on  previous  occasions? 

Answer.  Entirely  so. 

Question.  During  that  meeting,  were  persons  who  have  since  gone  eV 
in  the  separation,  appointed  on  committees? 

Answer.  They  wei*e,  and  took  an  active  part  in  the  concerns  of  tte 
meeting  throughout. 

Question.  And  this  too,  after  the  proceedings  that  have  been  stated 
respecting  the  appointment  of  clerk? 

Answer.   Yes. 

Question.  Whether  the  report  of  the  committee  on  the  treasurer'* 
accounts  was  not  made  late  in  that  meeting,  and  signed  by  a  member  0<^ 
that  party,  others  of  the  same  party  being  on  that  committee,  and  havinS 
acted  thereon? 

Answer.  The  report  was  produced  on  the  fifth  day  of  the  week,  aD^ 
it  is  signed  by  a  person  who  has  left  the  society.     The  report  was  sigO* 
ed  on  behalf  of  the  committee  at  large. 
Question.  Was  that  report  receiv^  by  the  meeting,  and  concurred  i^ 
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rer«  Tei. 

tion.  You  were  yesterday  tsked  whether  any  of  those  who  are 
sxnbers  of  the  Green  and  Cherry  streets  meeting,  were  at  the 
Meeting  of  1827  appointed  on  the  committee,  called  the  Yearly 
;*s  committee.     By  whom  are  that  committee  nominated;  by  the 
>r'by  the  meeting? 
rer.  By  the  meeting  at  large. 

tion.  Was  any  name  rejected  by  the  clerk,  that  was  proposed  for 
oamittee? 
rer.  No,  not  any. 

tion.  I  wish  the  witness  to  state,  whether  the  control  which  each 
Meeting  exercises  over  its  own  discipline,  extends  to  the  chang- 
ilteration  of  any  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  society? 
rer.  If  any  Yearly  Meeting  was  to  depart  from  the  general  prin- 
.nd  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  it  would  not  be  considered 
;itimate  establishment  in  the  great  body  of  society.  I  will  illus- 
hat  I  say  by  stating  facts.  George  Keith  was  a  popular  preacher, 
>f  talent,  and  influence  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  yet  unhappily 
d  from  the  only  ground  of  preservation  for  all  men— an  humble  de- 
:e  on  divine  protection;  and  drew  oif  with  him  in  a  secession, 
«  society,  a  large  number,  many  of  whom  had  been  influential, 
re  is  no  doubt  were  worthy  men.  They  would  not  submit  to  the 
1  government  of  the  society,  of  which  they  were  members,  and  it 
Ln  their  setting  up,  or  their  holding,  a  meeting  at  Burlington, 
they  called  a  ^*  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,**  and  they  issued  an 
;,  and  claimed  to  be  **the  Society  of  Friends."  I  am  not  sure 
r  4.hey  held  together  as  a  body  more  than  one  year;  it  may  have 
little  longer;  there  were  meetings  supported  for  several  years, 
re  called  Keith  meetings,  but  they  ultimately  went  down;  they 
>t  acknowledged  by  the  body  of  the  society,  as  composing  part  of 
they  were  disowned  by  the  Yearly  Meeting,  which  they  had  un- 
n  thus  to  separate  from.  Some  of  them  were  enabled  to  acknow- 
leir  ercor,  and  were  restored;  others  joined  other  denominations 
ious  professors,  and  the  society,  as  a  society,  all  became  scattered 
inct. 

&rtt  volume  of  Proud's  History  of  Pennsylvania,  printed  in  Phila- 
.  in  1797,  was  offered,  and  marked  by  me  Exhibit  No.  14. 
tion.  Does  this  book  contain  a  statement  and  history  of  the  case 
b,  to  which  you  have  alluded? 
rtr.  It  docs*— this  book,  as  well  as  others. 

tion.  Was  George  Keith  disowned  by  the  society  for  a  departure 
i  principles? 
rer.  Yes,  I  say  he  was. 

tion.  Did  he  carry  his  case  up  by  appeal  in  the  regular  course,  to 
irly  Meeting  of  which  he  was  a  member? 

rer.  He  did  not  appeal  to  our  Yearly  Meeting  as  it  then  was 
bed,  and  held  at  Burlington;  but  he  appealed  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
London.  And  it  would  appear  that  there  was  not  that  separation 
period,  from  the  jurisdiction  of  that  meeting,  as  to  prevent  their 
;  the  appeal;  and  they  did  hear  it  at  large,  and  confirmed  the 
!nt  that  had  been  passed  upon  George. 

her  instance,  was  that  of  the  "  Free  Quakers,"  a  body  of  persons 
the  revolutionary  war,  who  violated  the  testimony  which  Friends 
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are  knowi)  to  hold  on  the  subject  of  war,  and  would  not  submit  to  the  regi-? 
lar  exercise  of  the  authority  of  the  church;  and  they  too  set  up  a  me^ 
ing,  and  called  themselves  the  '^  Society  of  Friends,"  and  petitioned  tlM 
legislature  for  a  division  and  participation  of  the  property  of  that  society. 
The  legislature  appointed  a  committee  to  hear  the  parties;  the  commit-  ^ 
tee  went  into  an  investigation,  so  as  to  hear  what  they  had  to  say,  and  ^ 
what  Friends  had  to  say;  but  I  cannot  find  that  they  made  any  report  ,] 
The  legislature  granted  to  these  people,  a  lot  for  a  burial  ground,  and 
a  lot  for  a  meeting  house.     I  think  the  same  legislature.     These  people' 
hold  a  meeting,  I  believe,  now,  on  First-day  mornings,  at  the  corner  of 
Fifth  and  Arch  streets. 

Question.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  legislature  granted  them  two  lots    ; 
for  a  burial  ground  and  meeting  house — is  it  to  be  understood  that  they 
granted  them  this  as  a  part  of  the  property  of  the  Society  of  Friendii    i 
according  to  their  petition?  i 

Answer.  No,  not  at  all;  it  was  a  grant  of  the  state;  I  have  so  under-  ,^ 
stood  it.  The  proceedings  on  their  petition  were  dropped  ;  after  a  little  ^ 
investigation,  they  shrunk  from  the  thing,  and  it  all  dropped. 

Question.  Were  cither  of  these  meetings  ever  acknowledged  or  re-  . 
cognised  by  the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  Although  the  different  Yearly  Meetings  exercise  a  control  J 
over  their  respective  disciplines,  yet  so  far  as  relates  to  the  fundamental 
principles  and  doctrines  of  the  society,  do  they  not  constitute  one  body 
as  a  whole? 

Answer.  Yes,  they  do,  as  I  have  already  answered,  in  my  examination 
in  chief. 

And  the  counsel  for  Joseph  Hendrickson  here  resting  their  further 
examination  in  chief,  the  witness  was  further  cross-examined  on  the  part 
of  the  complainant,  8cc.  as  follows,  viz: 

Question.  Arc  we  to  understand  the  witness  as  saying  that  the  pro* 
ceedings  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827  were  conducted  with  that  har- 
mony and  unanimity,  which  had  theretofore  characterized  the  delibera- 
tive assemblies  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  There  was  not  that  harmony  and  unity  that  used  to  prevail 
before  the  spirit  of  disaffection  took  hold  of  so  many  of  our  members. 

Question.     Towards  whom  were  they  disaffected? 

Answer.  I  apprehend  many  of  them  were  disaffected,  or  at  least  some 
of  them,  to  the  established  order,  and  doctrines,  then  existing  in  the 
Society  of  Friends. 

Question.  If  a  Yearly  Meeting  should  undertake  to  alter  its  funda- 
mental doctrines,  is  there  any  power  in  the  society  to  prevent  their 
doing  so? 

Answer.  No:  an  individual,  or  a  collection  of  individuals,  have  a 
perfect  right  in  this  country  to  change  their  doctrines  and  principles, 
but  then  they  must  be  subject  to  the  consequences;  and  in  the  case  of  a 
Yearly  Meeting,  it  would  be  a  separation  from  the  great  body  of  the 
Society  of  Friends  with  which  they  were  previously  connected. 

Question.     Would  they  by  such  change  forfeit  any  civil  rights? 

Answer.  So  far  as  their  civil  rights  arose  out  of,  or  were  connected 
wjth,  their  previous  religious  standing,  I  think  that  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  they  would. 

Question.  What  were  the  points  of  faith  in  which  George  Keith 
differed  from  the  Society  of  Friends? 


i 


'  Answer.     I  can  know  nothing  of  any  man's  faith,  but  what  he  de- 
telops  by  declaration  or  conduct.     George  Keith  became  a  minister  in 
4m  Episcopal  establishment:  now,  if  he  was  sincerei  he  differed  in  all 
I'ikose  points  of  faith  and  practice  in  which  those  two  sects  differ. 

Question.  Do  those  two  sects  substantially  differ  upon  the  subjects 
of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  divine  nature  of  bur  saviour? 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  answered  all  that  in  my  examination  in  chief| 
aad  1  refer  to  that  examination  for  an  answer  to  this  question. 

Question.  Was  not  one  or  more  of  these  subjects  a  matter  of  diffi- 
culty between  George  Keith  and  the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know;  it  has  been  years  since  I  read  the  history. 
The  exhibitSf  I  suppose,  will  give  you  the  detail  pretty  accurately. 

Question.     Does  the  witness  adopt  the  account  in  that  book? 

Answer.     It  is  made  an  exhibit:  I  adopt  nothing. 

Question.  Has  not  the  witness  a  strong  impression  upon  his  mind 
(liat  some  of  these  points  was  a  matter  of  difficulty? 

Answer.     No:  only  as  I  have  stated. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  mean  to  extend  this  matter  of  difference 
between  Keith  and  Friends,  in  analogy  with  those  he  has  called  separa- 
tists, to  far  as  to  matters  of  faith? 

Answer.  I  have  given  my  account  of  the  transaction  in  answer  to  a 
question;  inferences  and  deductions  I  leave  to  others. 

Question.     What  were  the  probable  numbers  of  the  Kcithites? 

•Answer.  As  far  as  I  know,  history  leaves  us  very  imperfectly  in- 
iMined  on  the  subject  of  their  numbers.  The  impression  on  my  mind 
11,  that  the  meeting  held  at  Burlington  was  a  large  number:  and  a  num- 
ber of  them  men  who  had  been  of  standing  and  influence  in  the  society. 

Question.     What  was  the  probable  number  of  the  Free  Quakers? 

Answer.  That  was' not  a  large  number;  but  what  the  number  was,  I 
do  not  know. 

Question.  Would  it  in  recent  times  have  been  regular  for  an  individual 
circumstanced  as  George  Keith  was,  to  carry  his  appeal  to  the  London 
Vcarly  Meeting  ? 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  How  long  since  subordination  to  the  London  Yearly  Meet- 
ing ceased,  probably  ? 

Answer.  I  am  not  able  to  say  without  looking  at  the  records. 

Question.  Has  there  been  any  subordination  within  the  recollection 
of  the  witness  ? 

Answer.  No.  There  has  only  been  the  general  connexion  that  exists 
in  the  whole  body,  and  which  I  have  heretofore  described.  Further 
this  affirmant  saith  not.  Samuel  Bettle. 

Affirmed  on  the  second,  and  subscribed  this  Rfth  day  of  June,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thpusand  eight  hundred  and  thirty,  the  interme- 
diate days  having  been  occupied  in  the  said  examination,  at  the  house 
of  William  Ridgway,  at  Camden,  before  me.  J.  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery, 

Note, — At  the  commencement  of  these  examinations,  the  examiner 

Jiursued  the  ordinary  course  of  reducing  the  testimony  to  writing  in  such 
orm  as  to  give  the  ideas  of  the  witness,  and  at  the  same  time,  in  his 
own  language,  as  far  as  practicable:  after  proceeding  a  few  days,  how- 
€fcr,  it  became  manifest  that  the  better  course  would  be  to  commit  to 
writing  the  interrogatories  of  counsel,  and  the  answers  of  the  witnesscsi 
Vol.  L— 13 
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literally.  This  rule  not  having  been  adopted  until  after  the  examination 
of  the  first  witness,  it  seems  proper  and  necessary  to  mention  it  here, 
in  order  to  account  for  the  ^vant  of  connexion  which  appears  in  some 
parts  of  his  testimony. 

Saturday  evening,  June  5, 1830.     Examinations  adjourned  until  Mon- 
day morning  next  at  ten  o'clock^  at  the  same  place. 

J.  J.  FOSTBR, 

Master  and  Examiner. 

Monday  mornings  June  7th^  1830. 

Examination  continued,  at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  at  Camden 
aforesaid,  in  the  presence  of  the  parties  as  aforesaid,  and  Jeremiah  H. 
Sloan,  Esq.  of  counsel  with  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  Eli  K.  Price,  of 
counsel  with  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  defendants. 

William  Jackson,  a  witness  produced  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  tak- 
ing an  oath,  and  being  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn 
affirmation  declareth  and  saith,  I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
— according  to  the  record  of  my  birth,  I  was  born  on  the  fourteenth  day 
of  Seventh-month,  1746,  and  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  society  from 
my  birth — my  parents  and  grandparents  before  me,  were  members  of,  and 
intimate  with  the  leading  members  of  the  society — from  the  period  of  my 
earliest  recollection,  I  have  been  in  the  habit  of  attending  the  meetings 
of  the  society;  as  well  meetings  of  business  as  of  worship— have  been  a 
minister  in  that  society  since  about  the  year  '75,  and  prior  to  that  time 
had  been  in  the  habit  of  taking  an  active  part  in  conducting  the  afiain 
of  the  society,  in  some  respects.    I  have  travelled  extensively  in  this 
country,  and  in  Europe,  that  is,  in  England,  Ireland, Scotland,  and  Wales, 
where  there  were  Friends,  visiting  the  different  meetings  of  the  socie- 
ty.   In  those  travels  I  had  many  opportunities  of  hearing  many  of  the 
most  eminent  ministers  of  the  society,  as  well  as  of  private  intercourse 
with  them — have  often  heard  such  ministers,  both  in  their  public  testi- 
monies  and  private  discourses.     I  can  name  some  of  those  eminent 
ministers.     I  think  Samuel  Fothergill  was  the  first  I  can  name;  he  had 
several  meetings,  where  I  heard  him — after  him,  from  England,  I  could 
name,  Thomas  Gothrup,  Samuel  Spavold,  William  Ricket;  these  were 
some  of  the  first  in  my  remembrance;  and  I  have  named  them  in  rota- 
"tion,  as  I  heard  them.    These  were  all  before  the  year  1760.    From  that 
period  down,  there  were  a  great  number.    John  Storer,  John  Griffith, 
Samuel  Neal,  Robert  Walker,  these  were  all  before  the  revolutionary 
war,  (some  of  those  named  above,  as  being  before  1760,  came  over  the 
second  time,)  there  were  others  also  besides  these,  that  I  have  not 
named.    At  the  conclusion  of  the  war,  and  a  very  short  time  after  it, 
John  Storer  came  a  second  time,  and  John  Townsend,  and  Thomas  Col- 
ly.   Approved  ministers  of  the  society  have  been  in  the  habit  of  visit- 
ing this  country,  at  intervals,  from  that  time  to  the  present.    I  recollect 
several  eminent  ministers  of  the  society,  of  this  country,  at  the  periods 
of  which  I  have  spoken.     John  Churchman,  William  Brown,  Daniel 
Stanton,  Joseph  White,  John  Scarborough,  Thomas  Ross,  Isaac  An- 
drews, Mark  Reeve,  John  Reeve,  William  Matthews,  Isaac  Everitt; 
there  were  many  others.     The  greater  part  of  these  mentioned,  have 
been  deceased  from  forty  to  sixty  years  ago;  some  of  them  I  have  tra* 
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Telled  with.  All  of  those  mentioned,  were  approved  ministers  of  stand- 
ing: in  ^hc  Society  of  Friends^ — divers  of  them  visited  Friends  in  Europe 
at  different  times.  I  had  an  opportunity  of  hearing  the  public  testimo- 
nies of  all  those  I  have  mentioned,  as  well  as  others,  who  were  cotempo- 
rary  with  them:  and  also  the  private  discourses  of  many  of  them.  From 
these  sources,  I  got  my  acquaintance  with  the  principles  and  doctrines 
of  the  society,  so  far  as  what  could  be  obtained  in  that  way^by  these 
sources,  I  mean,  from  the  public  testimonies  and  private  discourses  of 
those  eminent  ministers,  as  well  as  what  was  written  and  published  by 
the  society.  I  still  continue  my  attendance  at  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
that  society,  held  in  Philadelphia.  I  have  had  continued  intercourse 
with  eminent  and  approved  ministers  of  the  society,  and  those  who  have 
been  active  in  teaching  its  principles  and  doctrines.  The  principles 
and  doctrines  held  by  the  society,  at  the  present  time,  as  fundamental 
of  the  christian  religion,  are  the  same  principles  and  doctrines  which 
vere  held  by  them  at  the  early  times  I  have  mentioned — I  know  of  no 
alteration.  The  principles  and  doctrines  taught  by  the  approved  minis- 
ters of  the  society,  of  the  present  day,  are  the  same  with  those  taught 
by  Samuel  Fothergill,  and  the  other  eminent  ministers  of  former  timeS| 
of  whom  I  have  spoken.  I  have  never  heard  any  thing  to  the  contrary. 
From  the  year  1767,  until  now,  I  have  been  in  the  habit  of  regular  at- 
tendance at  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  in  Philadelphia.  It  has  been 
held  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  from  that  time  until  the  present.  During 
all  that  time,  I  have  not  known  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  convening  at  a  dif- 
ferent time,  or  place,  from  that  to  which  it  stood  adjourned  at  the  pre- 
vious year.  The  general  language  of  the  concluding  minute  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  respecting  the  adjournment,  is,  that  the  next  meeting 
be  held  **  at  the  usual  time  and  place."  If  a. change  of  time,  or  place, 
is  contemplated  by  the  meeting,  that  change  should  appear  in  the 
minute.  I  am  acquainted  with  the  mode  of  conducting  the  business  of 
the  Yearly  Meetings.  There  has  nd  material  change  taken  place  in  the 
mode  or  manner  of  conducting  the  business  of  the  Yearly  Meetings 
within  my  remembrance;  it  is  still  conducted  in  the  same  manner  that 
it  formerly  was.  The  Yearly  Meeting,  held  in  Mulberry,  or  Arch  street, 
Philadelphia,  is  the  same  meeting  that  I  have  spoken  of  as  first  attend- 
ing in  1767,  having  been  continued  from  that  time  to  the  present,  by 
regular  adjournments.  From  the  earliest  times  to  the  present,  it  has 
been  the  practice  of  the  society  to  disown  members,  who  make  public 
avowal  of  a  departure  from  our  doctrines,  principles,  or  testimonies,  if 
they  persist  in  it.  We  consider  them  as  not  belonging  to  us,  according 
to  the  language  of  scripture.  *^  They  went  out  from  us,  because  they 
were  not  of  us."  I  have  knowledge  of  instances  of  disownment  for  de- 
nial of  the  proper  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  divine  authority  of  the 
Kriptures. 

A  neighbouring  Monthly  Meeting,  upon  the  records  of  which  was 
shown  me  a  case,  in  which  the  Monthly  Meeting  had  disowned  a  per- 
son, for  traducing,  or  setting  at  nought,  the  scripture  testimony,  respect- 
ing our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  speaking  slightly  ot  the 
scriptures  of  truth.  This  took  place  as  much  as  ninety  years  ago,  if  not 
a  hundred;  that  is,  the  minute  was  that  long  ago.  Since  that,  within 
thirty  years  past,  there  were  two  disowned  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
which  I  am  a  member,  while  I  was  in  Europe,  for  their  disbelief,  and 
rejection  of  the  Saviour;  for  their  disbelief  and  disregard  of  the  doc- 
trinei  of  the  society^  and  the  faith  of  the  society.     It  was  ao  generally 
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understood  that  it  was  for  this  cause.  I  did  not  see  the  testimony  against  ! 
them;  but  it  was  the  common  report  and  general  understandingy  that  it  ; 
was  so;  and  that  their  views  tended  to  in^dclity. 

The  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  divine  origin  of  the  scripturesy  . 
have  always  been  believed  by  the  society,  as  a  body.    They  have  alwajti    • 
as  a  body,  professed  belief  in  these  doctrines.     The  society  has  always, 
as  a  body,  believed  and  held  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement.     So  far  as  I 
know,  it  has  always  been  understood,  that  a  profession  of  a  disbelief  of  | 
these  doctrines,  as  held  by  the  society,  would  subject  such  member,  if 
persisted  in,  to  disownment. 

I  attended  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Philadelphia,  in  1827,  at  the  same 
time  at  which  it  had  been  held  for  a  number  of  years  before,  and  has 
been  since  at  Arch  street  house.  There  had  never  been  any  other  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  held  in  Philadelphia  but  that.  That 
meeting  convened  in  the  usual  manner,  and  at  the  usual  time  and  place* 
After  having  gone  through  its  business,  it  adjour^ied  in  the  usual  man- 
ner to  the  *^  usual  time  and  place;"  and  in  the  succeeding  year,  1828, 
the  meeting  assembled  at  the  usual  time  and  place,  in  pursuance  of  that  , 
adjournment,  and  transacted  its  business  as  usual.  In  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  1827,  the  business  was  conducted,  in  the  general,  in  the  usual 
manner—the  business  was  transacted  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  manner 
of  transacting  business  in  the  society. 

A  portion  of  that  society  have  within  a  few  years  withdrawn  them- 
selves from  it,  the  greater  part  of  them  since  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
i827.  It  is  reported,  and  I  have  heard  it  said,  that  they  have  established 
another  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  which  they  call  a  Yearly  Meeting^^ 
some  of  my  neighbours  come  to  the  city  to  attend  it.  I  knew  Ellas  Hicks 
— he  was  formerly  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  from  the  year 
1781,  when  I  first  knew  him.  He  is  not  now  living.  I  think  I  hare 
heard  he  was  disowned,  some  time  before  his  death.  Since  1827,  he. 
has  not  attended  the  Yearly  Meeting:  of  the  Society  of  Friends  of  which  ^ 
I  am  a  member.  The  meetings  set  up  by  those  who  have  withdrawn, 
are  held  in  the  houses  known  by  the  name  of  the  ^^  Green  street"  and 
**  Cherry  street  meeting  houses." 

It  was  the  common  report  that  Elias  Hicks  was  in  unity  with  and  accepted 
by  the  Green  and  Cherry  street  meetings.  I  understood  it  so.  I  have  had  a 
conversation  with  Elias  Hicks  on  the  subject  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour, 
and  the  divine  origin  of  the  scriptures.  The  conversation  arose  from  this 
circumstance:  I  was  at  a  meeting  in  New  York,  and  in  the  course  of  what 
he  said  there,  in  his  public  testimony,  in  a  public  meeting  for  worship,  he 
uttered  such  sentiments,  as  I  never  heard  from  any  Friend,  in  the  whole 
course  of  my  life.  The  substance  of  it,  or  that  part  that  affected  me  most, 
was  the  manner  in  which  he  expressed  himself  with  respect  to  our  Saviour; 
bringing  him  down  to  the  level  of  a  man,  saying,  that  ^'  he  was  put  to  death 
by  the  hands  of  wicked  men,  and  suffered  as  a  martyr^**  as  ^^many  othen 
since  that  time  had  done, "  Never  having  heard  such  sentiments  delivered, 
either  by  professor  or  profane,  I  thought  it  my  duty,  as  a  brother,  to  g^ 
to  his  house  and  have  further  conversation  with  him  on  the  subject;  ac- 
cordingly I  went,  a  few  days  after,  and  had  an  opportunity  with  him.  I 
don't  recollect  that  there  were  any  persons  present,  but  ourselves.  I  let 
him  know  my  uneasiness,  and  we  had  considerable  discourse  on  the  sub- 
ject. I  cannot  now  pretend  to  remember  so  as  to  relate  all  of  it;  but  so 
far  he  went,  as  to  assert,  that  *^  there  was  as  much  scripture  testimony 


101 

bD|»rove  that  he  waino  more  than  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  as  there 
m  to  prove  to  the  contrary."  I  brought  forward  the  testimonies  of  the 
hro  evangelists,  Matthew  and  Luke;  and  he  said/*  that  they  were  but 
bbles,  or  fabulous;''  that  **  they  were  no  more  than  fables."  I  was  ex- 
seedingly  astonished  at  him;  for,  as  I  said  before,  I  had  never  heard  such 
Inguage  from  cither  professor  or  profane.  He  said  he  was  confident 
ofwhat  he  said  ;  it  was  a  thing  impossible;  spirit  only  could  beget  spirit; 
it  could  not  beget  material  matter.  I  said  some  things  in  objection,  but 
cunot  recollect  what  I  said;  in  the  course  of  the  conversation  he  further 
lud,  '*  It  is  believed  God  is  a  spirit.  Dost  thou  believe  it?  I  believe  it. 
Spirit  can  only  beget  spirit,"  and  repeated  it  several  times,  asserting, 
diat  he  was  as  confident  of  it,  as  that  he  was  standing  there  talking  with 
■c  Then  I  said  to  him,  **  Ellas,  if  this  be  thy  belief,  how  came  the 
CKition  of  the  world?"  His  answer  to  my  question  was,  **  what  of  the 
creation?"  I  said  to  him,  '*  why,  the  account  of  the  creation  we  have  in 
tke  Bible  ?"  Then  he  replies  to  me,  "  why  that's  only  Moses's  account." 
Thta  I  replied  to  him,  **  is  it  not  a  sufficient  account  for  us  to  believe?" 
lUi  answer  to  that  was,"  it  is  but  an  allegory^*'  and  there  the  conversation 
odttL  It  was  then  drawing  near  sun  down,  and  I  had  a  good  way  to 
VIIL 

And  th^witness  being  cross-examined  by  Mr.  Price,  on  the  part  of  the 
complainant,  &c.  he  answereth  as  follows,  viz: — 

Question.  What  is  the  place  of  your  residence? 

Answer.  London  Grove,  in  Chester  county,  Pennsylvania. 

f^oeation.  Is  your  memory  and  recollection  as  perfect  now,  of  former 
factii  as  it  has  ever  been? 

Answer.  It  is,  of  those  that  have  been  of  a  considerable  time  past. 

Qnestion.  Is  not  your  memory  more  imperfect  in  regard  to  recent 
-tnaiictions,  than  those  of  ancient  dates? 

1^'  Answer.  With  respect  to  small  matters,  the  remembrance  of  people's 
Bttnei,  and  so  on,  it  is  not  so  good. 

Qnestion.  Can  you  remember  conversations,  as  well  as  you  once  could? 

Answer.  That  must  depend  very  much  upon  the  subject,  or  what  it  is. 

Question.  If  this  had  been  merely  a  matter  of  property,  that  was  at 
itte,  would  you  have  been  now  here? 

Answer.  No,  I  think  I  should  not,  if  there  had  been  nothing  else  con- 
cerned with  it. 

Question.  Was  not  the  main  inducement  to  your  being  here,  that  you 
ihould  be  clearly  understood  upon  the  subject  of  doctrines? 

Answer.  So  far  as  respects  the  matter  I  have  evidenced  of,  the  con- 
vcnations  I  had  with  Elias  Hicks,  it  was. 

Question.  Was  this  with  a  view,  that  the  subject  of  your  doctrines 
dunild  in  a  solemn  manner  be  placed  before  the  public? 

Answer.  It  was  with  a  view  that  they  should  be  known,  so  far  as  I 
,  coald  be  evidence  to  it. 

'    Question.  Property  then  is  a  subject  much  less  dear  to  you,  than  the 
Baintenance  of  your  christian  doctrines? 

Answer.  It  has  always  been  so,  to  Friends  who  stood  faithful  to  the 
testimony. 

Question.  Did  you  not  once  in  the  New  Garden  Monthly  Meetings 

Cpose  that  those  of  the  respective  parties  should  occupy  the  two  dii 
!nt  meeting  houses,  no  as  not  to  interfere  with  each  other? 
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Answer.  I  did  propose  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  of  which  I  was  a  men 
her,  that  we  should  adjourn  to  that  day  week  to  the  house  we  then  wer 
ini  as  there  were  a  number  in  the  meeting,  who  were  for  imposing  o 
us;  that  we  could  not  admit  of;  there  was  the  other  house  that  wooli 
be  vacant. 

Question.  Was  it  so  minuted,  that  one  should  meet  at  one  housci  an 
the  other  at  the  other? 

Answer.  I  don't  know  that  it  was.  It  was  minuted  that  the  Monthlj 
Meeting  then  there  existing,  should  adjourn  to  meet  at  the  same  houH^ 
that  day  week;  but  as  respects  its  being  minuted  in  regard  to  the  othen^ 
I  don't  know. 

Question.  Did  you  not  think  it  equitable  and  just,  that  one  sect  shoiid 
meet  at  one  meeting  house,  and  the  other  at  the  other? 

Answer.  There  was  nothing  further  than  just  for  the  present  time| 
no  consideration  extending  further  than  to  that  adjournment. 

Question.  Was  it  not  agreed  that  the  books  should  be  deposited  with 
a  Friend,  for  the  use  of  both  parties? 

Answer.  It  was  agreed  that  the  books  should  be  deposited  witk  i 
Friend,  who  had  the  other  books  in  keeping,  the  records  that  had  beet 
for  many  years;  but  with  respect  to  its  being  for  the  use  of  bothtlN 
parties,  I  don't  remember. 

Question.  What  could  have  been  the  purpose,  except  it  was  for  the 
use  of  both  parties,  of  depositing  the  books  then  in  use,  with  those  thil 
were  not  in  use? 

Answer.  It  was  for  the  use  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  which  theretofeic 
had  existed,  as  containing  the  product  of  its  labours.  . 

Question.  Was  that  individual  who  held  the  books,  the  same  as  die 
clerk? 

Answer.  No,  he  was  not  the  clerk. 

Question.  Whether  the  great  fundamental  article  of  faith,  of  the  so- 
ciety, has  not  always  been  the  necessity  of  obedience  to  the  manifeiti- 
tions  of  the  divine  light  and  spirit  upon  the  soul? 

Answer.  When  in  consistence  with  the  doctrines,  the  societv  have 
unitedly  agreed  to;  as  is  stated  in  the  Catechism  and  Confession  of  Faith 
by  Robert  Barclay,  and  in  his  Apology  for  the  true  christian  diTiaitfy 
it  is  so. 

Question.  Were  not  the  early  Friends  more  strongly  characteritfd 
and  distinguished  from  other  sects,  by  their  belief  in  the  immediits 
manifestation  of  the  divine  spirit,  than  by  any  other  doctrine? 

Answer.  When  that  was  in  accordance  with  the  doctrines  held  forth 
in  the  holy  scriptures. 

Question.  Were  not  brotherly  love,  mutual  condescension^  and  a  sab 
mission  to  the  divine  will,  the  principal  means  whereby  the  society  wt 
brought  and  held  together? 

Answer.  That  prevailed  among  them;  and  they  were  gathered  by  tb^ 
divine  principle  into  a  body;  that  was  always  in  accordance  with  tt 
testimonies  laid  down  in  the  scriptures  of  truth. 

Question.  Has  it  not  always  been  a  principal  object  with  the  party  ^ 
discourage  detraction,  suppress  variances,  and  litigations,  among  t1 
brethren? 

Answer.  I  think  their  doctrines  and  records  fully  express  that. 

Question.  Have  not  Friends  believed,  that  the  great  diversity  amo^ 
other  christian  sects  upon  points  of  doctrine,  has  been  chiefly  owing 
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fli  tdberence  to  the  outward  letter,  instead  of  following  the  leadings  of 
Aat  holy  spirit,  which  gave  forth  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  I  don't  see  that  this  question  belongs  to  the  body  of  society; 
mdividuals  may  so  have  thought  of  it;  I  don't  know  that  society  has  ever 
undertaken  to  judge  for  others. 

Question.  Has  it  not  been  by  a  unity  of  feeling,  derived  from  a  divine 
source,  that  the  society  has  been  mainly  held  together  ? 

Answer.  Yes,  if  this  unity  is  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and 
doctrines  held  by  the  society. 

Question.  Have  they  relied  for  maintaining  their  unity  upon  outward 
creeds,  articles  of  faith,  or  charters  of  incorporation  ? 

Answer.  Their  reliance  has  been  upon  the  openings  of  divine  truth, 
to  far  as  it  has  been  in  accordance  with  the  public  declarations  of  their 
faith,  that  are  held  forth  in  what  I  have  mentioned,  and  consonant  with 
the  doctrines  of  the  New  Testament. 

Question.  Is  not  the  discipline  of  the  society  based  upon  a  supposed 
iBity  of  the  body,  and  dependant  upon  it  for  its  administration? 

Answer.  There  must  be  a  unity,  or  they  can't  support  it. 

Question.  Has  it  not  been  a  principle  of  the  society  that  its  meetings 
should  come  to  its  decisions  through  a  unanimity  of  sentiment  ? 

Answer.  So  far  as  I  know,  it  has. 

Question.  Has  it  not  always  been  the  practice  to  postpone  a  proposi- 
tion, aniess  it  could  be  adopted  in  that  unity? 

Answer.  So  far  as  I  know,  I  think  it  has  been,  generally— circum- 
itinces  alter  cases— -there  are  at  times  some  that  cannot  be  postponed^ 
lad  of  course  there  are  some  that  have  to  submit  their  sentiments. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  remember  any  instance  in  the  former 
harmonious  times  of  the  society,  of  any  measure  being  insisted  upon, 
10  long  as  there  were  Friends  of  respectability  who  could  not  feel  a  will- 
bgness  to  submit  ? 

Answer.  I  don't  recollect  any  in  particular. 

Question.  Whether  the  conclusions  of  that  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827, 
recorded  by  the  clerk,  were  come  to  with  that  unanimity  which  had 
brmerly  prevailed  ? 

Answer.  I  think  a  similar  question  to  this  has  been  already  answered, 
nd  I  have  no  further  answer  to  give,  than  to  refer  to  that  which  has 
ilready  been  given. 

Question.  Did  all  the  members  present  acquiesce  in  the  appointment 
of  what  is  called  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee  ? 

Answer.  I  think  that  has  also  been  answered  in  a  former  examination 
—in  the  answers  of  Samuel  Bettle,  and  I  refer  to  that. 
.  Question.  Did  the  witness  attend  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  ministers 
nd  elders  for  1827? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  Did  the  usual  harmony  and  accordance  of  sentiment  pre- 
vail in  that  meeting  ? 

Answer.  That  was  very  much  like  the  other  question,  and  I  refer  to 
that  answer. 

Question.  Was  there  not  in  that  body  a  committee  appointed  to  visit 
jlUthe  Quarterly  and  Preparative  Meetings  of  ministers  and  elders? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Qttjsstion.  What  was  the  occasion  of  that  being  appointed  ? 

Answer.  From  the  statement  of  accounts  which  came  up  from  the 
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Quarters,  it  appeared  to  be  necessary  to  take  some  measures  for  affor 
ing  the  inferior  meetings  some  help. 

Question.  Did  the  cause  of  deficiency  come  up  from  more  than  oi 
Quarter? 

Answer.  I  don't  remember. 

Question.   Was  that  committee  appointed,  with  a  general  unanimitj 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  of  opposition  to  it. 

Question.  That  meeting  immediately  precedes  the  Yearly  Meeting 
does  it  not,  the  Seventh-day  before  ? 

Answer.   Yes,  the  first  sittings  of  it. 

Question.  In  the  course  of  your  long  experience,  do  you  remcmbfl 
any  instance  in  which  the  representatives  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  orth 
Yearly  Meeting  itself,  was  unable  to  agree  upon  a  clerk  I 

Answer.  From  what  knowledge  I  have  of  that,  in  this  country,  ill 
I  have  been  to  all  the  Yearly  Meetings  on  this  continent,  except  twi 
away  west,  (Ohio  and  Indiana,)  and  some  of  them  different  times,  iu 
also  London  and  Dublin;  the  uniform  practice  was  for  the  clerk  thi 
heretofore  served  the  Yearly  Meeting,  to  continue  to  serve  it,  until  i 
new  appointment  was  made.  He  was  considered  to  be  the  clerk  und 
a  new  appointment  was  made. 

Question.  In  any  of  all  those  Yearly  Meetings,  including  your  owi 
have  you  ever  known  an  instance  where  Friends  were  opposed  as  to  tin 
appointment  of  a  clerk,  and  neither  party  willing  to  submit  to  the  other 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  particularly.  I  have  been  at  places  wlien 
there  were  some  difHculties. 

Question.  In  England  do  not  the  different  Quarters  appoint  the  clerk 
alternately? 

Answer.  They  have  had  different  practices — sometimes  the  Quarter! 
or  a  number  of  them  set  off  into  a  section,  had  the  privilege  of  bringiPj 
forward  a  name,  and  sometimes  the  Yearly  Meeting  has  made  the  ^ 
pointment;  this  was  formerly  the  case. 

Question.  Which  is  the  most  recent  practice? 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  understood  that  recently  the  meeting  appoioti 
I  think  I  have  been  informed  that  latterly  they  are  falling  pretty  mod 
into  the  practice  of  this  country,  in  this  respect. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  known  of  an  instance  of  the  representative 
to  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  previous  to  1827,  being  unable  tl 
agree  upon  the  nomination  of  a  clerk? 

Answer.  I  cannot  speak  with  certainty.  There  was  some  difficult 
in  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  that  respect,  some  years  ago;  I  think  it  wi 
some  time  in  the  revolutionary  war;  but  what  the  difficulty  was,  I  caniM 
now  particularly  recollect. 

Question.  At  what  time  was  it  that  you  first  took  the  impression^^ 
Elias  Hicks'  unsoundness  in  doctrine? 

Answer.  Towards  the  last  of  this  month,  (June,)  in  the  year  188 
which  was  the  time  of  the  conversation  with  him  mentioned  in  my  tc 
timony. 

Question.  When  was  the  last  time  that  Elias  Hicks  visited  your  ndS 
bourhood,  and  you  expressed  unity  with  him? 

Answer.  The  last  time  he  visited  that  neighbourhood,  I  think  wm^ 
year,  or  two  years,  last  fall,  and  I'm  not  certain  which,  but  I  did  not ' 
him  at  all. 

Question.  When  was  he  last  at  your  house  ? 


105 

Answer.  As  much  as  eight  years  ago. 

Question.  When  was  the  last  occasion  on  which  you  remember  to 
have  expressed  unity  and  fellowship  with  himP 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  remember.  It  was  a  considerable 
time  ago. 

Question.  After  you  had  heard  much  said  of  the  unsoundness  of  Elias 
Hicks,  did  you  not,  after  having  further  intercourse  with  him,  express 
t  unity  with  him? 

Answer.  I  cannot  recollect  any  such  opportunity.  The  last  time  he 
was  at  our  house,  which  was  eight  years  ago,  I  don't  recollect  that  we 
had  any  conversation  upon  any  such  subject. 

Question.  Does  not  the  witness  recollect  on  an  occasion,  in  1824, 
when  he  was  at  Edward  Garrigucs',  expressing  sentiments  of  unity, 
notwithstanding  what  had  been  said  of  Elias  Hicks  ? 

Answer.  Whatever  I  might  have  expressed  then,  so  far  as  I  recol- 
lect, it  was  not  any  thing  more  than  with  respect  to  his  conduct  and 
conversation  in  a  common  and  familiar  way,  about  ordinary  affairs;  if 
I  did  express  any  thing  at  all. 
Question.  Do  you  remember  being  at  that  place,  about  that  time  ? 
Answer.  Yes,  I  remember  being  at  Edward  Garrigues',  in  1824,  on 
my  return  from  Long  Island,  at  the  time  of  the  opportunity  I  have 
ipoken  of  when  I  conversed  with  Elias  Hicks,  and  I  remember  very 
well  speaking  of  it  at  Edward's,  how  grievously  I  had  been  disappoint- 
edid  the  man,  whom  I  had  before  had  so  good  an  opinion  of.  Samuel 
Fisher  went  with  me  there. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  remember  visiting  Edward  Garrigues, 
on  his  way  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1824,  and  of  there  expressing  sen- 
timents of  unity  with  Elias? 

Answer.  I  ^o  not  remember  any  conversation  we  had  on  the  subject: 
Edward  had  given  my  wife  and  me  an  invitation,  if  we  would  come  to 
his  house,  he  would  go  with  us  to  Long  Island,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting 
at  New  York,  and  accordingly  he  did  go,  and  we  went  with  him.     Ed- 
ward Garrigues  was  taken  unwell,  and  not  able  to  attend  but  one  or  two 
littings  of  the  Yearly  Meeting;  when  he  got  better  he  returned  home, 
and  we  went  on  to  the  Island  to  my  wife's  brother  and  sisters  there.  At 
this  time  I  called  to  see  Elias,  but  he  was  not  at  home — as  I  was  bound 
for  Rhode  Island  Yearly  Meeting,  and  had  to  go  to  New  York  to  take 
my  passage  there«  and  did  so.     I  might  have  noted,  that  in  the  Yearly 
Meeting  in  New  York,  before  I  went  on  to  Long  Island,  he  had  given 
ne  some  uneasiness,  by  being  opposed  to  what  appeared  to  be  right  to 
be  done  in  that  meeting;  and  on  that  account,  when  I  returned  to  the 
Island,  I  called  twice  at  his  house  to  see  him,  but  he  was  from  home; 
when  I  had  to  go  on  to  Rhode  Island — and  it  was  on  my  return  to  New 
York,  that  I  met  with  him,  and  had  the  conversation  I  have  before  re- 
lated.     The  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  was  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
fifth  month. 

Qoestion.  Did  the  witness  not  lodge  at  Edward  Garrigues',  on  his 
way  to  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  in  1824? 
Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  that  I  did.     I  have  often  lodged  there. 
Question.  Do  you  remember  lodging   at  Caleb  Harlan's,    at  Mill 
T0WD9  on  the  way  home  from  that  Yearly  Meeting? 
Answer.  No,  I  did  not  go  that  way  at  all. 
Vol.  L-— 14 
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Question.  Do  you  remember,  at  any  time,  using^  expressions  there^ 
very  indicalive  of  cunningness  in  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.   No,  I  don't  remember  any  such  thing. 

Question.  When  Elias  Hicks  used  terms,  reducing  our  Saviour  to  the 
level  of  a  man,  did  he  not  take  a  distinction  between  his  bodily  and  hii 
divine  or  spiritual  nature? 

Answer.  No,  he  made  no  distinction  to  me.  j 

Question.  Did  he  or  not,  state,  when  speaking  of  there  being  scrip-   j 
'ture  testimony  against  his  miraculous  conception,  that  he  yet  belicTed 
in  his  miraculous  conception? 

Answer.  I  don't  remember  that  he  said  any  thing  about  his  belief  ii  i 
the  miraculous  conception — but  he  said  there  was  as  much  scriptiie  '. 
testimony  to  pcove  that  he  was  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  as  there 
was  to  prove  he  was  the  son  of  God,  or  that  he  was  conceived  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary.  He  said  that  it  wasmottg^ 
nerally  believed  by  the  people,  that  he  was  only  the  son  of  Joseph  « 
Mary;  and  they  had  good  reason  for  it,  because  they  were  espoused.  I 
answered  him,  that  those  who  accounted  him  so  were  the  unbelieviii 
Jews. 

Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  say,  that  the  body  of  Jesus  was  not  created 
by  God? 

Answer.  We  had  no  such  sentiment  between  us,  as  I  remember.  No 
such  sentiment  mentioned. 

Question'.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  own,  that  the  divine  power  thatii- 
habited  the  person  of  Christ,  was  the  begotten  of  God? 

Answer.  I  don't  remember  that  any  thing  was  said  distinctly  as  to 
that. 

Question.  Has  the  Society  of  Friends  ever  held,  that  the  world  wil 
begotten  of  God? 

Answer.  It  is  astonishing  to  me,  that  at  this  time  of  da^  sucks 
question  should  be  put  by  any  individual!  Have  we  all  turned  uate- 
licvers? 

Question.  Have  they  not,  when  speaking  upon  that  subjectf  used  the 
term,  created^  instead  of  begotten  P 

Answer.  They  have  always  held,  agreeable  to  what  is  set  forth  in  the 
scriptures  of  truth. 

Question.   Did  Elias  deny  that  the  world  was  created  by  God? 

Answer.  I  have  given  my  testimony  already  of  what  he  said^  indl 
have  no  other  to  give. 

Question.  Has  it  been  the  doctrine  of  the  society,  that  the  spirit  eicr 
begat  flesh? 

Answer.  They  consider  that  these  things  are  beyond  the  reach  of 
human  nature  to  comprehend,  and  therefore,  unsafe  for  them  todivo 
into. 

Question.  If  you  believed  Elias  had  deviated  in  doctrine,  why  did  Jo* 
not  inform  his  meeting  of  it? 

Answer.  I  did  not  consider  that  to  be  within  my  province,  neither 
had  I  opportunity,  after  the  conversation. 

Question.  Did  you  speak  to  your  acquaintance,  when  you  came  hoOiCi 
of  his  unsoundness,  or  supposed  unsoundness? 

Answer.  By  this  time,  it^  had  got  to  be  very  publicly  know**' 
treated  him  as  a  brother^  was  cautipus  how  I  spoke  of  it  too  gCBf 
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rally,  and  spoke  to  him  alone,  before  it  went  oat  of  my  lips  to  any  other 
person. 

Question.  Does  the  good  order  of  the  society  authorize  the  spreading 
of  reports,  impeaching  the  character  of  a  member,  before  the  subject  is 
taken  up  by  his  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  don't  know  of  any  restrictions,  in  that  respect,  provided 
he  has  been  spoken  with  first  by  individuals. 

Question.  Does  not  that  good  order  require,  as  the  next  step,  that  you 
take  two  or  three  more  as  witnesses,  and  that  then,  if  your  brother  do 
not  hear  you,  you  take  it  to  the  meeting  ? 

Answer.  That  is  what  is  laid  down  in  the  New  Testament — circum- 
stances alter  cases  sometimes — as  I  was* then  circumstanced,  I  had  been 
some  time  from  home,  harvest  was  approaching,  and  I  Qould  not  d^ay 
my  return.     I  let  some  of  the  members  of  that  meeting  know  it. 
Question.  Were  these  the  overseers? 

Answer.  I  had  not  an  opportunityof  seeing  the  overseers. 
Q«estion.  Was  this  private  conversation  ever  published  to  the  world, 
in  any  authentic  form? 
Witness.  What  is  meant  by  authentic? 
Counsel.  In  a  way  to  be  believed. 
Witness.  By  print? 
CounseL  Yes,  by  print. 
Answer.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Question.    What  proportion  of  the  members,  within   this   Yearly 
Meeting,  was  accurately  and  credibly  informed  of  the  nature  of  this 
conversation? 
Answer.  I  have  no  knowledge  how  many  of  them — I  don't  remember. 
Question.  Do  you  mean  by  this  testimony,  to  impute  to  those  who 
bold  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets,  an  adoption  of 
Ihe  sentiments,  delivered  during  that  conversation  with  Elias? 
Answer.  It  is  hard  for  me  to  know  whether  they  do  or  not. 
Question.  Within  your  own  Quarterly  Meeting,  what  is  the  number 
of  those,  men,  won\en,  and  children,  counting  children  with  their  pa- 
rents, who  recognise  the  Yearly  Meeting,  held  at  Arch  street,  and  of 
those  who  recognise  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  at  Green  and  Cherry 
streets? 

Answer.  I,  as  an  individual,  do  not  know  that  there  ever  has  been  any 
account  taken,  therefore  I  cannot  give  any  answer. 

Question.  What  proportion  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  remained  with 
you? 

Answer.  I  have  mentioned,  that  I  have  never  heard  them  enumerated^ 
and  therefore  I  am  not  prepared  to  answer  the  question. 

And  being  again  examined  in  chief,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  he  further  saith: 

From  the  singularity  and  importance  of  the  subject,  in  the  conversa- 
tion with  Elias  Hicks,  it  made  a  very  strong  impression  on  my  mind, 
10  clear  and  distinct,  that  in  these  particulars,  my  memory  does  not  fail 
me;  but  I  have  a  lively  and  strong  recollection  of  what  passed  on  that 
occasion,  as  I  have  stated  it  before. 

If  a  minister  of  the  Society  of  Friends  should,  in  his  public  testimo- 
Mff  depart  from  th^  principles  or  doctrines,  recognised  and  held  by  the 
society,  it  would  be  justifiable,  under  the  discipline*  for  a  Friend  to 
^eak  of  it  eyen  in  the  meeting,  at  the  time  of  its  occurrence. 
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And  being  further  cross-examined,  he  saith. 

Question.  In  the  case  you  have  mentioned,  of  a  public  testimonj^i 
does  not  the  discipline  enjoin  a  private  admonition  first? 

Answer.  I  have  not  lately  examined  the  discipline,  on  this  particular 
subject;  but  I  have  known  it  done,  both  in  former  and  later  times,  ami 
the  meeting  informed  that  such  principles  were  not  held  by  the  society. 
The  individuals  mif^ht  have  been  spoken  with  before,  for  any  thin^I 
know.     And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  William  Jaoksoit. 

AiTirmed  and  subscribed  at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway«  at  Cam- 
den, aforesaid,  the  seventh-day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  OK 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty.  J.  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chaneerjf, 

Adjourned  to  meet  at  the  same  place,  to-morrow  morning,  at  niM 
o'clock. 


tito 


Tuesday  mornings  June  Sth^  1830. 

At  nine  o'clock,  A.  M.     Examinations  continued  at  the  same  place. 

Thomas  Willis,  a  witness  produced  on  the  part  of  Joseph  Hendrick' 
son,  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  taking  id 
oath,  and  being  duly  aflirmcd,  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn  affirnir 
tion,  declarcth  and  saith,  I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friendi) 
and  have  always  been  so,  and  my  parents,  and  grand  parents  before  nw. 
I  am  58  years  of  age  and  upwards—- my  residence  is  at  Jericho,  Lofg 
Island.  I  stand  in  the  station  of  a  minister  in  that  society.  I  think  to 
the  best  of  my  recollection,  it  is  about  15  years  since  I  was  acknow^ 
ledged  as  such.  I  have  always,  from  my  youth  up,  been  in  the  habit  of 
attending  the  meetings  of  the  society,  both  for  business  and  worshipi 
During  that  period,  I  have  had  frequent  opportunities  of  hearing  the 
public  testimonies,  as  well  as  the  private  discourses,  of  approved  aiui 
eminent  ministers  of  that  society. 

From  these  sources,  and  the  standard  works  of  the  society,  I  hive 
made  myself  familiar  with  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  society* 
We  have  as  a  religious  society,  always  believed  in  the  divinity  of  our 
Saviour — in  the  atonement — and  in  the  divine  authority  and  character 
of  the  scriptures.     We  have,  that  is,  the  society  has,  always  acknoW-    i 
ledged  the  belief  of  the  miraculous  conception  and  birth  of  our  Sir 
viour,  as  it  is  narrated  in  the  New  Testament.     These  doctrines  hiT^    . 
always  been  considered  as  fundamental  in  the  society.     From  ancieat 
records,  and  the  settled  practice  of  the  society  at  different  periods,"^ 
avowal  of  a  disbelief  in  any  or  either  of  these  doctrines,  held  by  thft 
society,  if  persisted  in,  would  subject  such  person  to  disownment.    By 
the  records  of  the  society,  this  appears  to  have  been  the  practice  at  aB 
periods  of  the  society,  since  its  existence.     The  society,  as  such,  b>* 
always  felt  itself  peculiarly  bound  to  correct  any  such  departure  fro*^ 
its  doctrines,  by  any  of  its  public  ministers.    I  have  personal  knowledge 
of  several  instancies  within  my  oVf  n  recollection,  of  persons  being  d**' 
owned  for  a  depurtine  from  the  principles,  or  disbelief  in  the  doctrii*** 
held  by  the  society;  besides  an  hisioriral  knowledge  of  many  other* 
The  instances  that  I  now  allude  to.  as  of  my  personal  knowledge,  all    ^ 
them  occurred  before-  ihc  year  18'27.  aiul  at  difTcriMH  pi-riods  during. ni"*? 
knowledij:c  of  ihc  sociel/.    I  \^a!i  actj[uuiulcd  with  Elias  ilicks  from  f^^ 
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fonth  op,  embracing  a  period  of  more  than  40  years.    He  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  same  Monthly  Meeting  with  myself.    He  is  not  now  living- 
was  not  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  at  the  time  of  his  death- 
he  had  been  disowned  by  them.     The  causes  of  his  disownment,  were, 
a  departure  from  the  doctrines  and  principles  of  the  society,  and  an 
avowal  of  antichristian  sentiments.     The  time  of  his  disownment,  was 
in  the  year  1829,  in  Fifth-month.     He  had,  for  a  number  of  years  be- 
fore his    disownment,  and  on  different  occasions,  uttered  sentiments 
and  doctrines  that  gave  uneasiness  to  the  society.     I  have  a  copy  of  the 
minute  of  his  disownment,  which  is  taken  from  the  minutes  of  the 
Monthly   Meeting  to   which   he   belonged,  being  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Westbury   and   Jericho.     For    sometime   before   his   disown- 
ment, for  a  number  of  years,  he  had  been  frequently,  and   at  various 
times,  privately  admonished   by  different  individuals,  on  the   subject 
of  his  departure.     In  regard  to  myself,  in  former  years,  I  esteemed 
him  highly  as  a  minister,  and  a  useful  member  of  society;  and  although 
I  sometimes  heard  expressions  and  some  sentiments  avowed  by  him, 
with  which  I  could  not  unite,  yet  from  the  esteem  I  had  always  had  for 
him,  and  the  confidence  which  I  had  placed  in  him,  I  was  very  loath  to 
believe  a  want  of  integrity  and  soundness  on  his  part,  until  about  the 
years  1818  and  '20,  when  observing  that  he  had  embraced  and  began  to 
promulgate  some  views,  that  were  not  in  accordance  with  the  doctrines 
of  our  society,  I  became  seriously  uneasy,  and  endeavoured  to  discharge 
my  duty  towards  him  accordingly.     In  consequence  of  this  uneasiness, 
I  waited  on  him-^the  interview  resulted  rather  in  the  confirmation  of 
my  uneasiness.     In  general,  I  perceived  his  view  and    beFicf  of  the 
scriptures  to  be  not  in  accordance  with  the  doctrines  of  our  society^—* 
placing   them   on    the    same  ground  as  any   other    history — exciting 
doubts  of  some  important  truths  declared  in  them,  particularly  in  rela- 
tion to  the  divine  character  and  holy  ofRces  of  our  blessed  Redeemet^— 
hii  miraculous  conccption^-*the  efficacy  of  his  sufferings  and  death,  as 
a  propitiatory  offering  for  the  sins  of  mankind—- his  intercession  and 
mediation,  as  our  advocate  with  the  Father;  these  were  the  principal 
points  of  doctrine.     In  relation  to  the  character  of  our  blessed  Lord, 
he  has  placed  him  on  the  same  ground  as  other  men.     I  have  heard 
him  testify  in  public  meetings,  that  ''  Jesus  assumed  nothing  more  to 
himself,  than  other  prophets  did;  that  he  was  very  careful  not  to  do  it, 
Mving  in  a  few  instances  calling  himself  the  Son  of  God.     That  as  he 
steadily  kept  in  view  his  entire  dependant  state,  he  never  called  the 
people  to  himself,  but  only  directed  them  to  the  spirit  of  truth  in  their 
own  minds,  and  that  this  is  all  we  .want;  for  when  we  once  come  to 
believe  in  this,  then  instrumental  helps  have  done  all  they  can  do  for 
ts.    Their  usefulness  is  very  soon  at  an  end  with  the  true  christian — 
he  is  brought  to  the  foundation — he  needs  them  no  more;  although  wc 
value  the  scriptures  which  arc  written  and  bound  up,  in  the  book  we 
call  the  bible,  as  well  as  other  scriptures,  written  by  other  wise  and 
good  men ;  yet  the  scriptures  do  not  properly  belong  to  any  but  those 
lo  whom  they  were  written;  they  are  so  far  from  being  any  ruli:  to  the 
true  christian,  that   they  are  inconsistent  and  contrudiciory   to  theiv.- 
selves,    and  there  is  not  an  aj;'Tcn:int  in  llicm  in   :iuy  f^ciu  r:il  way." 
^iniilar  views  of  the  scriptures  h^ive  al.ju  been  proiniilL';;aecl  hy  liiin  in 
conversation,  and  by  wriiing,  and  he  has  ackno\vlc'.l;;'"d  hib  departure 
from  the  belief  of  the  society,  respecting  them,  by  saying  that  his  con- 
Kicnce  had  often  smitten  him,  when  he  had  been  endeavouring  to  hold 
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up  the  belief  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  respecting  them,  in  setting  than 
so  far  above  other  books.     He  has  represented  them  as  being  the  prii- 
cipal  cause  of  the  apostacy  in  the  primitive  churcii,  and  that  they  vere 
not  useful  in  bring;ing  about  the  reformation,  and  in  fine,  that  they  hafe  '' 
been  the  cause  of  fourfold  more  harm  than  good  to  Christendom,  since. -^ 
the  apostles'  days.     These,  and  similar  views   respecting  the  scrip-  I 
tures,  being  promulgated  by  him,  were,  among  others,  introduced  into 
my  own  family,  by  letters  directed  to  my  wife,  which  I  have  now  with 
me  in  his  own  hand-writing. 

The  witness  here  produced  a  letter  from  Elias  Hicks  to  Phoebe  Wil- 
lis, dated  at  Jericho,  the  nineteenth  day  of  Fifth-month,  1818,  and  writ- 
ten on  two  sheets,  which,  after  being  read  by  the  counsel,  was  offered 
as  an  Exhibit,  and  marked  by  me,  on  each  sheet.  No.  15.  (See  Appo* 
dix.) 

Also  another  letter  from  Elias  Hicks,  dated  at  New  York,  twenty* 
third  of  Ninth-month,  1820,  and  directed  to  "  Thomas  Willis,  Jericho, 
for  his  wife,"  also  written  on  two  sheets,  which  being  also  read  by  the 
counsel,  was  offered  as  an  Exhibit,  and  marked  on  each  sheet  by  me^ 
Exhibit  No.  16.     (See  Appendix.) 

On  my  first  discovery  that  Elias  Hicks  became  wavering  in  his  belief 
of  the  truth  of  the  accounts  recorded  by  Matthew  and  Luke  oP  theni' 
raculous  conception  of  our  Saviour,  my  attention  was  immediately  tiket 
back  to  a  separation  which  took  place  in  Ireland,  wherein  a  large  wtOf 
ber  of  the  members  of  our  society,  adopting  views  and  sentimentB  ii* 
compatible  with  the  doctrines  of  the  society,  (this  is  historical  eTidencej 
abandoned  its  profession,  and  were  separated  from  the  society^^-^wttt 
remembering  to  have  understood  that  at  that  time  when  Hannah  Ba^ 
nard  was  amongst  them,  there  were  divers  parts  of  the  scripturci  tt 
which  they  cavilled,  and  which  they  called  in  question,  and  tn  parties* 
lar  that  of  the  miraculous  conception  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jenfc 
Christ.     My  mind  was  immediately  struck  with  the  impression,  thit 
this  my  .friend,  whom  I  had  long  loved  and  esteemed,  was  now  en* 
bracing  similar  views — hence,  I  became  seriously  alarmed,  and  from  the 
concern  I  felt,  I  had  several  interviews  with  him  on  the  subject-^till}!  . 
could  not  thereby  obtain  relief;  and  after  some  time,  as  the  way  openttii 
I  took  my  pen  and  addressed  a  few  lines  to  him,. in  which  I  pointed  oet  ^ 
my  uneasiness,  and  stated  my  fears  of  the  consequences  of  propagatiB|  ' 
such  opinions.    He  soon  after  replied  to  my  letter,  which  letter  of  hii 
to  me  has. been  printed,  and  of  which  I  have  a  printed  copy  now  vith 
me,  the  original,  of  which  this  is  a  copy,  was  returned  to  Elias  Hickii   | 
I  know  this  to  be  a  correct  copy,  except  in  the  misprint  of  one  worii 
which  I  will  point  out.     The  misprinted  word  is  the  word  *•  ore,"  ta   ] 
the  third  line  of  the  page  marked  4,  in  this  printed  copy,  which  word   ] 
in  the  original  was  '*  and,**   And  also  an  omission  of  the  word  "  at"  »■  ' 
the  seventeenth  line  of  the  same  page,  which  omission  does  not  in  tff 
way  alter  the  sense.     There  may  or  may  not  be  some  other  little  woii  ^ 
or  letter  variant,  but  not  at  all  changing  the  sense. 

The  counsel  now  read  the  printed  copy  aforesaid,  which  ia  dated  tt 
"  Jericho,  Tenth-month,  1821,"  and  directed  "to  Thomas  Willis,"  aid 
offered  the  same  as  an  Exhibit,  and  it  is  marked  by  me  No.  17.  (Se* 
Appendix.)  j 

After  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  it  produced  an  unpleasant  sensatiei 
on  my  mind,  but  a  few  days  afterwards,  feeling  a  comfortable  quiet  t9 
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oorer  my  mind,  and  a  flow  of  love  and  good  will  towards  him,  I  took 
ny  pen  and  addressed  another  letter,  in  which  I  gave  him  my  views 
more  fully«  and  explained  to  him  the  consequences  which  I  greatly 
feared  would  result  from  the  adoption  of  such  views.  I  therein  treated 
klm  as  a  Friend  and  father  whom  I  loved,  and  whose  preservation  I 
greatly  desired — and  after  handing  him  the  said  letter,!  found  my  mind 
much  relieved  from  having  so  far  endeavoured  to  discharge  my  duty. 
A  number  of  weeks  passed  on,  and  I  received  no  reply  from  him.  Feel- 
ing still  a  strong  desire  that  every  thing  which  interrupted  the  harmony 
between  us  might,  if  possible,  be  removed,  I  proposed  another  oppor- 
tunity of  conversation  with  him,  to  which  he  agreed,  and  expressed  a 
desire  that  I  would  bring  with  me  the  letter  he  wrote  me,  for  he  wanted 
to  see  some  parts  of  it.  Here  I  was  brought  into  a  strait — my  mind 
was  much  exercised  from  believing  he  had  adopted  unsound  opinions, 
and  apprehended  that  he  now  found  himself  brought  up,  and  that  he 
coald  not  answer  my  letter.  I  being  sensible  of  my  own  timidity  and 
weakness,  as  also  of  his  strong  and  determinate  manner,  was  apprehen* 
liTc  if  I  took  the  letter  to  him,  I  should  not  be  able  to  retain  it  in  my 
possession.  I  therefore  took  a  correct  copy  of  it,  and  went  to  take  the 
opportunity  of  conversation,  with  a  desire  fairly  and  fully  to  investigate 
the  subject,  and  endeavoured  so  to  do,  on  both  sides  of  the  question,  as  far 
u  I  was  capable,  in  relation  to  the  scripture  evidence  on  both  sides  of 
the  question — but  not  being  able  to  prevail  on  him  to  look  and  examine 
but  one  side,  I  was  compelled  to  relinquish  proceeding  therein,  which 
I  did  with  a  heavy  heart. 

In  the  course  of  our  conversation,  he  recurred  to  my  former  letters, 
made  objections  to  some  parts  of  them,  and  compared  them  with  his 
own.  I  remarked  to  him  that  I  had  been  desirous  to  investigate  that 
iQbject  freely  and  fully  with  him,  that,  if  possible,  we  might  be  of  one 
heart  and  one  mind — but  that  if  he  was  not  free,  I  must  give  it  up.  He 
ftpliedr  I  think  it  would  be  time  unproBtably  spent,  and  I  have  none  to 
spare.  He  then  having  all  the  letters  in  his  hand,  arose  and  passed  on 
toward  his  desk,  with  a  view,  as  I  supposed,  to  lay  them  all  by  together. 
I  then  inadvertently  remarked  to  him,  shall  we  then  exchange  letters? 
This  remark,  for  the  moment,  was  in  order  to  test  his  inclination  for 
keeping  the  letters.  He  replied,  that  he  had  no  copy  of  the  letter  he 
wrote  me,  that  he  would  wish  to  keep  it  at  least  long  enough  to  take  a 
copy.  He  then  handed  me  my  letters,  and  jetained  his  own;  and  I 
parted  with  him  with  a  heavy  heart. 

My  design  and  motive  in  proposing  the  opportunity  of  conversation 
with  him,  was  to  endeavour  to  satisfy  him  of  the  divine  character  of  our 
Saviour,  and  of  his  miraculous  conception  and  birth.  In  that  conversa- 
tion, he  persisted  in  his  doubts  upon  those  points.  And  it  was  in  relation 
to  efforts  on  my.part,  to  remove  those  doubts,  that  he  remarked,  that  it 
would  be  time  un profitably  spent.  These  sentiments,  which  had  been 
thus  propagated  by  Elias  Hicks  in  his  public  discourses,  in  his  letters 
and  conversations,  were  in  violation  of  what  has  always  been  held  to  be 
fundamental  upon  those  points  by  the  Society  of  Friends.  I  have  a  re- 
collection of  his  expressions  on  those  subjects  on  various  occasions.  I 
have  heard  him  declare  in  public,  when  speaking  on  the  character  and 
constitution  of  our  Saviour,  and  in  allusion  to  his  miraculous  concep- 
fioQ,  **  that  flesh  must  unite  with  flesh  to  make  a  being — but  flesh  and 
spirit  never  can  unite. "    ^*  God  can  create,  but  he  cannot  beget. "   '^  Th^ 
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son  must  be  of  the  same  nature  with  the  father."   I  have  also  freqnendj 
heard  him  express  his  views  on  the  su1)jcct  of  the  atonement.     In  rdi- , 
tibn  to  the  sufTeringSy  or  ofTerinp;  of  Christ,  he  said,  he  could  not  believe  j 
that  it  was  an  oflering  designed  by  the  Father,  but  that  circumstancct  j 
led  to  it,  in  the  same  manner  as  ihey  had  done  in  the  case  of  many  othier  ' 
martyrs.     I   have  heard   him   use  similar  expressions,  many  differeit 
times.  He  continued  to  promulgate  these  sentiments  in  his  public  miD»  , 
try  up  to  the  time  of  his  disownment,  and  was  disowned  for  that  amK  , 
He  was  a  man  to  whom  society  generally  was  very  much  attached  h  j 
former  years,  whereby  he  gained  great  influence  in  the  society.    I  b^  ! 
lieve  his  popularity,  as  a  preacher,  owing  in  a  considerable  measure  to  : 
the  boldness  of  his  conceptions  and  originality  of  thought*— although  he  , 
was  not  disowned  for  his  unsoundness,  until  lately,  yet  his  departBK 
from  our  principles  was  a  subject  of  general  conversation  and  remark 
in  the  society  for  several  years. 

He  had  been  the  subject  of  admonition  and  care  on  the  part  of  lome 
of  the  elders  of  his  own  meeting  for  a  long  time  before  his  disownmeatj 
but  most  of  the  elders  of  his  own  meeting  were  his  adherents.  Tlui 
departure  of  his  was  extensively  spread  through  the  society*  and  it  wil 
a  subject  of  general  remark  and  conversation  in  other  Yearly  Meeunn  . 
besides  that  to  which  he  belonged.  He  once  handed  to  me  a  volume « 
Dr.  Priestly's  works,  recommending  it,  and  I  understood  he  did  utt 
other  Friends;  it  was  Dr.  Priestly's  history  of  the  early  corruptions  of 
the  Primitive  Church.  He  also  handed  to  me,  with  com  mend  atioDiOie 
of  the  numbers,  the  first  number  of  a  paper  called  the  **  Celestial  Map 
net.**     I  disapproved  the  work,  and  he  offered  me  no  more. 

In  another  number  of  the  same  work,  in  number  four,  the  object  wai 
to  prove  that  our  Saviour  was  the  son  of  Joseph;  but  that  was  not  the 
object  of  the  number  he  handed  me.  In  the  4th  number  of  the  Celeitial 
Magnet  was  one  section  or  chapter  devoted  to  the  subject  of  the  mirO"  " 
culous  conception  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  aimed  to  destroy  a  belief  thereiif 
as  represented  by  the  Evangelists.  This  work  Elias  Hicks  approbated* 
(this  I  speak  of  my  own  knowledge  and  information,)  and  circulated 
amongst  Friends.  When  he  handed  me  the  first  number  of  this  workf 
the  fourth  had  not  been  published.  I  have  not  a  distinct  recollectioi 
of  knowing  that  he  circulated  it  after  the  said  fourth  number  was  pnb- 
lished.  I  was  informed,  and  it  was  generally  reported  amongst  uf|  >> 
our  part  of  the  society,  and  it  was  so  understood,  that  after  the  fourth 
was  published,  he  still  continued  to  approbate  the  work.  This  was  ii 
the'year  1821.     By  amongst  us^  I  mean  in  our  neighbourhood. 

Question.  Whether  within  a  few  years  a  portion  of  the  members  of 
the -Society  of  Friends  have  not  withdrawn  themselves  from  the  societyr 

Answer.     They  have. 

I  have  understood  that  those  who  have  thus  withdrawn  hold  meetiflp 
for  business  and  worship.  I  consider  them  in  the  light  of  having  ■>" 
ceded  from  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  ceased  to  be  in  unity  with  thetti 
I  am  informed  that  they  have  established  a  meeting  in  PhiladelphU* 
which  they  call  a  Yearly  Meeting— it  is  a  matter  of  general  repute  aid 
notoriety  that  they  have  so  done.  Since  the  year  1827  this  meeting  hal. 
been  set  up.  I  meant  since  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  as  it  was  sinc« 
then  that  they  have  withdrawn.  The  members  of  that  meeting  arcft* 
puted  to  have  been  in  unity  with  Elias  Hicks.  He  produced  in  hit 
Monthly  Meeting,  on  Long  Island,  in  Fifth-month,  1838,  &  minute  of 
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the  newly  formed  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  accepting  his  services^  and 
approving  him  as  a  minister.  The  minute  certiBed  his  having  attended 
the  meetingf,  and  that  ^'  Elias  Hicks  had  informed  them,  that  he  had  ob- 
tained a  certificate  from  his  own  Monthly  Meeting  to  make  a  visit  in 
some  of  the  western  and  southern  states,  but  that  he  had  it  not  then 
with  him-*'  They,  however,  certified  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  of  which 
he  was  a  member,  their  unity  with  him,  and  his  services  amongst  them. 
This  is  as  near  the  purport  as  I  remember.  On  oifering  this  minute  to 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  Elias  Hicks  remarked,  that  it  was  not  his  wish 
to  have  had  a  returning  minute,  but  that  his  Friends  were  not  satisfied 
without  giving  him  one.  The  certificate  I  have  spoken  of  was  given  by 
the  meeting  called  the  Yearly  Meeting,  held  in  Green  street  and  Cherry 
street. 

The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  the  city  of  New  York  commences 
its  session  on  the  day  next  after  the  fourth  First-day  of  Fifth-month.  I 
was  present  at  that  Yearly  Meeting  in  1828.  At  the  first  sitting  of  that 
meeting,  a  number  of  those  belonging  to  the  Green  and  Cherry  streets 
meeting,  in  Philadelphia,  attended.  I  should  conclude  there  were  100 
or  more  of  them.  Elias  Hicks  was  also  there.  On  that  occasion,  Elias 
Hicks  publicly,  and  in  the  presence  of  those  belonging  to  Green  and 
Cherry  streets,  declared  in  the  meeting,  that  he  had  attended  the  Yearly 
Meeting  in  Green  and  Cherry  streets  the  month  previous,  and  that  he 
▼u  in  full  unity  with  them,  particularly  stating  the  satisfaction  he  had 
hid  in  attending  that  meeting — that  it  was  composed  of  the  great  body 
of  Friends  in  Pennsylvania,  and  the  very  cream  of  the  society  in  those 
parts — that  it  was  the  only  Yearly  Meeting  in  Philadelphia  with  which 
be  could  acknowledge  unity.  This  was  after  he  had  publicly  produced 
I  to  his  own  Monthly  Meeting  their  minute  of  acceptance  with  him. 
J  There  was  not  any  one  of  all  those  attending  that  Yearly  Meeting,  from 
the  Green  and  Cherry  streets  meeting,  that  denied  on  that  occasion 
their  unity  with  Elias  Hicks,  cither  publicly  or  privately. 

It  is  not  according  to  the  order  of  our  society  to  transact  business  as 
t  society,  in  the  presence  of  others  who  are  not  members  of  the  society. 
As  far  back  as  I  have  any  recollection,  and  in  all  parts  of  the  society 
where  I  have  been  acquainted,  it  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  the 
society  to  request  those  who  are  not  members  to  withdraw,  when  they 
are  about  to  proceed  to  the  regular  transaction  of  business.  At  the  said 
Vearly  Meeting  of  New  York  a  number  of  those  in  attendance  there  from 
the  Green  and  Cherry  streets  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  had  been  dis- 
owned, or  the  meeting  was  so  informed.  They  were  requested  to  with- 
draw, that  the  society  might  proceed  to  the  transaction  of  its  business 
in  the  usual  course.  They,  however,  did  not  withdraw  in  compliance 
with  such  request,  and  it  was  upon  this  occasion  that  Elias  Hicks  made 
the  observations  above  mentioned,  and  claimed  for  them  a  full  right  to 
lit  in  the  meeting  as  being  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  assigning 
u  a  reason  of  that  right  that  they  were  members  of  the  Green  and  Cher- 
ry streets  meeting,  and  that  that  was  the  only  Yearly  Meeting  in  Phila- 
delphia with  which  he  was  in  unity.  In  consequence  of  their  not  com- 
fUjing  with  the  request  to  withdraw,  and  that  the  order  of  the  society 
■jpht  be  maintained,  they  were  under  the  necessity  of  adjourning  the 
Yearly  Meeting  to  another  place,  or  rather  it  was  a  continuation  of  the 
nme  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  removed  to  another  place  by  a 
ainnte.  Those  who  have  thus  withdrawn  themselves  from  the  society 
Voc    1,-15 
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are  in  our  parts,  by  comTnon  repute,  known  and  distingaished  by  thor 
leadei^they  are  called  Hicksites.  I  wish  to  use  the  term  only  to  dii- 
tinguish  them.  The  Society  of  Friends  have  never  given*  them  tbit 
appellation,  that  I  know  of.  I  understand  it  to  be  a  name  assigned  H 
them  by  the  community  at  large.  The  first  knowledge  of  which  I'll 
any  recollection  of  that  name,  was  a  considerable  time  before  the  lepiF 
ration;  by  common  repute  in  my  own  neighbourhood,  it  was  stated tbit 
Elias  Hicks  himself,  and  some  of  his  adherents,  used  the  term  in  funi* 
liar  discourse,  to  distinguish  his  adherents  from  others.  By  his  oAt* 
rents,  I  mean  those  who  held  with  him  his  peculiar  views  on  doctrnd 
subjects— those  who  were  disposed  to  support  him. 

After  the  separation,  I  believe  it  became  the  general  appellation  to  dis- 
tinguish those  who  held-the  new  views,  and  who  had  resolved  themselves 
into  a  new  body.  The  society  that  meet  at  Green  and  Cherry  strfiet% 
are  reputed  to  be  of  this  body;  they  arc  reputed  to  have  been  in  uaitf 
with  Elias  Hicks,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death.  Those  who  have  sepantM 
from  the  Society  of  Friends,  as  I  have  mentioned,  have  not,  as  a  body^ 
denied  their  unity  with  Elias  Hicks,  as  I  know  of.  The  meeting  it 
Green  and  Cherry  street,  is  not  recognised  as  a  Yearly  Meeting,  by  ' 
any  of  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  on  this  continent.  There  ii  i 
general  correspondence  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  all  their  Yetrif 
Meetings,  both  in  Europe  and  America.  It  has  always  been  the  CSM^ 
whenever  a  new  Yearly  Meeting  has  been  established  in  the  regular  wtfi 
that  it  thereupon  enters  into  a  correspondence  with  all  the  other  Year^ 
Meetings  then  existing.  It  would  be  a  violation  of  the  discipliM  9ii 
order  of  the  society,  for  any  portion  of  its  members  to  set  ap  a  new 
Yearly  Meeting,  within  the  limits  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  already subsistisp^ 
without  its  consent.  I  have  never  known  or  heard  of  any  instanct  ii 
our  society,  of  a  new  Yearly  Meeting  being  set  up  without  the  conseat 
of  that  from  which  they  were  detached.  I  have  seen  some  ancient  r^ 
cords  and  minutes,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  tte 
state  of  New  York,  was  set  off  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  New  Englaad 
by  mutual  agreement,  to  compose  a  Yearly  Meeting,  and  correspond 
with  London.  There  was  a  proposition  came  up  frqm  some  of  the  westcA 
Quarters,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  to  establish  anew  Yearly 
Meeting  for  the  convenience  of  Friends  in  that  part  of  the  state}  butU 
was  not  acceded  to.  There  were  no  pretensions  made  on  the  part  of  ll* 
advocates  for  the  contemplated  new  Yearly  Meeting,  that  they  had  a 
right  to  set  up  a  Yearly  Meeting  without  the  consent  of  that  to  whicfc 
they  belonged;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  the  universal  understanding,  that 
those  Quarters  must  submit  themselves  to  the  decision  of  the  Yearif 
Meeting.  I  think  it  is  within  the  term  of  four  years,  that  this  propoii- 
tion  was  made.  There  is  a  regular  subordination  of  one  meeting  to  aa- 
other,  as  is  clearly  stated  in  the  discipline  of  the  society.  Each  superior 
meeting  has  a  general  superintending  and  controlling  power  over  its  re- 
spective inferior  meetings.  This  power  extends  to  the  annulling  of  ll* 
proceedings  of  the  inferior  meeting,  when  brought  up  for  review  to  this 
superior.  By  the  discipline,  the  superior  meeting  undoubtedly  hu  tba  ' 
power  of  enforcing  its  decisions,  by  laying  down  such  inferior  meetiagi 
as  refuses  to  submit  to  its  determinations.  The  superior  meetingsjiate  ' 
also  an  advisory  power  over  the  inferior  meetings.  Where  cases  of  difr 
culty  occur  in  the  inferior  meetings,  the  superior  meetings  undoubtedly 
have  the  power,  in  the  order  of  our  society,  in  their  own  volition,  al»* 
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pplicatioQ  from  such  meeting,  to  send  down  such  advice  and 
9' as  they  may  think  proper. 

time  Friends  were  obliged  to  remove  their  sitting  of  the  New 
rly  Meeting  to  another  place,  in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of 
were  there,  to  comply  with  the  request  to  withdraw,  as  I  have 
ted-— it  is  generally  reputed,  that  those  persons  who  thus  re- 
rithdraw,  and  Elias  Hicks,  and  others,  who  then  and  there  ad- 
im,  held  a  meeting,  which  they  denominated  a  Yearly  Meeting, 
le  house  from  which  Friends  removed;  and  they  have  continued 
meeting  there  annually  ever  since,  which  they  call  a  Yearly 
Elias  Hicks  was  reputed  to  be  a  member  of,  and  in  full  unity 
meeting  up  to  the  time  of  his  death;  and  of  which  we  have  an 
in  the  testimony  of  that  meeting  recently  issued,  concerning 
at  meeting  is  reputed  to  hold  correspondence  with  the  Green 
y  streets  meeting,  and  they  acknowledge  each  other  as  brethren 
le  religi6us  profession.  The  leading  members  of  each,  are  re* 
)e  in  the  habit  of  attendance  at  the  other  meetings.  That 
I  New  York,  has  never  been  recognised  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  by 
f  of  Friends.  It  was  by  no  means  established  by  the  concurrence 
It  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  in  that  city;  but  in  violation  of 
ne. 

}hlet,  entitled  '*  a  Testimony  from  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
'Jericho,  concerning  Elias  Hicks,  deceased,"  was  read  by  .the 
BTered  as  an  Exhibit,  and  marked  No.  1 8. 
Che  testimony  of  which  I  have  spoken  in  my  examination ;  it  is 
reputed  to  have  been  the  act  of  that  meeting,  approving  the 
ifoiithly  Meeting. 

timony  is  reputed  to  be  the  testimony  of  a  meeting  at  Jericho, 
le  was  a  member;  and  I  know  the  clerks,  or  the  persons  whose 
signed  here  as  clerks ;  I  am  acquainted  with  all  of  them, 
lot  acknowledge  this  testimony  to  be  from  the  Monthly  Meet- 
Society  of  Friends  at  Jericho,  but  of  those  who  have  separated 
ociety.  Previous  to  the  issuing  of  this  testimony,  the  Monthly 
f  Jericho  had  been  laid  down  in  the  regular  order  of  proceed- 
Society  of  Friends,  and  the  members  of  it  attached  to  West- 
I  to  make  but  one  Monthly  Meeting,  designated  by  the  name 
onthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho;"  this  was  done  in 
t  that  time  there  has  been  no  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  Society 
at  Jericho.  The  minute  at  the  close  of  this  pamphlet,  pur- 
have  been  made  by  the  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting,  and 
Stephen  Underbill  and  Sarah  Cock,  clerks,  must  have  been 
meeting  of  those  who  have  separat^ ;  it  was  not  made  by  the 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends.  Neither  of  the  memoran- 
porting  to  be  the  minutes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  and 
Meeting  of  New  York,  were  made  by  the  Meeting  for  Suffer- 
t  Society  of  Friends,  or  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  of 
,  but  they  purport  to  have  been  made  by  the  meetings  I  have 
as  adhering  to  Elias  Hicks. 

ierable  number  of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  of 
as  Hicks  was  a  member,  were  related  to  him,  principally  by 

ness,  holding  in  his  hand  a  book,  says,  *'  this  is  the  work  of 
•oke  this  morning,  entitled  the  *  Celestial  Magnet  f*  and  this  is 
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the  fourth  number,  containing^  the  article  I  spoke  of,  under  the 
*  the  Character  of  Jesus.'  " 

The  counsel  offer  the  book  as  an  Exhibit,  and  it  is  marked  ] 
No.  19.  and  the  article  referred  to  by  the*witness,  as  contained 
fourth* number,  is  contained  between  the  words  "Common  Lai 
Foster,"  on  the  eighteenth  page,  and  "  Equity,  J.  J.  Foster,"  &t 
of  the  printed  matter,  on  the  twenty-third  page  of  the  said  book. 

The  counsel  for  the  complainant  objects  to  this  book  as  an  £ 
and  requests  that  his  objection  be  here  noted. 

The  witness  proceeds  >— I  had  at  one  time  a  conversation  wit 
Hicks,  relative  to  the  Epistle  of  George  Fox,  to  the  governor  an 
oil  of  Barbadoes.  He  at  first  was  disposed  to  claim  unity  with  t! 
trines  of  George  Fox,  and  our  primitive  Friends ;  but  on  being  < 
the  declarations  of  George  Fox  and  others  on  behalf  of  the  society 
was  delivered  to  the  governor  and  council  of  Barbadoes,  and  aski 
united  with  George  in  that  declaration,  he  said  he  did  not  full 
with  that,  adding  that  "  neither  did  George  Fox  himself  fully  uni 
it;  that  it  did  not  contain  his  real  sentiments  as  elsewhere  exprc 
his  Journal;  but  that  he  found  occasion  to  condescend  to  the  stati 
people,  in  order  to  make  way  for  himself  and  his  friends  in  that  i; 
proceeding  then  to  justify  the  practice,  stating  that  there  had  b 
casion  for  it  in  different  ages ;  instancing  the  case  of  the  apostl 
^*  that  he  became  all  things  to  all  men,  in  order  that  he  migl 
some ;"  that  our  primitive  Friends  frequently  did  the  like,  parti 
mentioning  Robert  Barclay;  by  which  means  they  were  inconsiste 
themselves. 

The  Society  of  Friends  have  always,  to  the  best  of  my  knoi 
recognised  this  epistle,  and  considered  it  as  a  true  and  sincere  d 
tion  of  the  faith  and  principles  of  George  Fox,  and  of  his  iran 
followers;  and  it  has  been  adopted  by  the  society  as  one  of  their  st 
works,  containing  their  true  faith  and  belief,  as  a  standing  evid 
their  faith  and  doctrine.  The  society  has  no  such  belief  as  tl 
prifnitive  Friends  were  in  the  habit  of  moulding  their  consciei 
such  a  way  as  to  fit  particular  circumstances.  It  is  the  present  fa 
belief  of  the  society  that  George  Fox,  under  the  guidance  of  the 
spirit,  propagated  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  society  i 
purity,  without  reference  to  temporal  things. 

The  minute  of  removal  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  in  I 
which  I  have  spoken,  was  regularly  read  in  the  meeting.  In  pui 
of  that  minute,  the  meeting  continued  its  sitting  that  morning, 
usual,  gave  in  charge  to  its  representatives  at  the  close  of  the  i 
the  nomination  of  a  clerk  and  assistant  clerk,  who  in  the  aftem« 
ported  the  names  of  Samuel  Parsons  as  clerk,  and  Richard  M 
assistant  clerk,  the  same  Friends  who  had  acceptably  served  the  n 
for  several  years  past.  The  meeting  then  proceeded  with  its  b 
M  usual,  and  was  held  by  adjournments  from  day  to  day;  and  aft 
ing  gone  through  all  its  business  as  usual,  it  adjourned  to  mee 
usual  time  the  next  succeeding  year;  and  accordingly  met  at  ea 
ceeding  year  at  the  usual  time.  I  have  continued  to  attend  this 
Meeting  in  the  succeeding  years.  This  meeting  is  in  regular  corn 
ence  with  all  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  Society  of  Friends  on  tt 
tinent,  as  well  as  of  those  in  London  and  Dublin. 
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ts  30  and  31,  being  volumes  Ist  and  2nd  of  Fox's  Journal,  New 
lion,  by  Isaac  Collins,  in  1800. 

itness  says,  this  is  George  Fox's  Journal,  and  contains  the  de* 
8  of  George  Fox  and  others  on  behalf  of  the  society,  delivered 
»vernor  and  council  of  Barbadoes,  of  which  I  have  spoken, 
lunsel  here  rest  their  examination  in  chief,  and  it  being  7  o'clock 
journed  to  the  same  place  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock. 

saday  morning,  10  o'clock,  examinations  continued,  at  the  same 
the  presence  of  the  parties  and  counsel  aforesaid. 
le  said  Thomas  Willia  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the 
lant,  and  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  defendants,  the  said  cross- 
Lion  here  follows  in  the  form  of  question  and  answer. 
on.    Was  not  Elias  Hicks  a  very  unexceptionable  moral  cha* 

r.  As  other  Friends  in  our  particular  neighbourhood,  but  not 

on.  Had  he  not  feelings  peculiarly  susceptible  upon  subjects  of 
l^ht  and  wrong? 

:r.  In  common  with  other  members  of  the  society,  he  for  many 
intained  its  testimonies  on  those  points. 
on.  Did  he  not  maintain  those  testimonies  until  his  death? 
ir.  I  cannot  answer  in  the  affirmative. 
on.  Are  you  willing  to  answer  in  the  negative? 
T.  I  will  give  my  sentiment  if  required.     I  must  acknowledge 
e  were  some  deviations  in  point  of  his  candour. 
on.  State  those  deviations. 

ir.  In  representing  things  differently  at  different  times. 
on.  What  things? 

T.  He  has  done  it,  at  some  times  in  his  public  declarations,  and 
rsation.  I  have  greatly  desired  not  to  impeach  his  moral  cha- 
Dd  I  could  wish  not  to  be  questioned  in  a  way  that  would  lead 
leak  of  his  moral  character  any  farther  than  as  relates  to  his 
I. 

on.  If  the  witness  thinks  he  has  grounds  to  impeach  his  moral 
r,  we  wish  to  know  what  they  are? 

!r.  There  have  been  divers' inconsistencies,  and  some  contra- 
that  have  come  under  my  notice  in  his  letters.  I  refer  in  part 
tters  produced  yesterday,  and  marked  as  e:i(hibits.  I  have  in 
tances,  known  him  to  charge  me  differently,  at  different  times. 
on.  Charge  you  with  what? 
r.  With  treachery  toward  himself. 
on.  In  what  respect? 

:r.  In  relation  to  the  letter  that  was  printed,  directed  to  me,  and 
m  to  the  interview  we  had  together. 
on.  Are  these  your  only  grounds  for  impeaching  his  moral  cha- 

tr.  I  have  no  desire  to  impeach  his  moral  character. 

lOn.  Do  I  understand  you  then  to  say  that  you  do  not  impeach 

d  character  ? 

:r.  I  say  I  have  no  desire  to  impeach  his  moral  character,  no 

do  so. 

ion.  Was  he  not  a  good  man  in  all  the  relations  of  private  life? 


I 


118 

Answer.  We  do  not  attempt  to  enter  into  men's  hearts,  ms  to  t 

uprightness. 

Question.  Was  he  not  a  good  neighbour? 

Answer.  I  believe  he  was  generally  so  accounted. 

Question.    Was  he  not  in  a  particular  manner  looked  up  to  bf 
neighbours  for  advice  and  assistance  in  matters  of  difficultly  and 
peace  maker  between  parties  at  variance? 

Answer.  I  think  he  was,  many  years  past. 

Question.  Did  his  character  vary  in  that  respect  at  any  period  du 
his  life? 

Answer.  As  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  it  was  much  less  the  i 
of  latter  years,  except  by  those  attached  to  his  doctrines. 

Question.  Was  he  not  a  man  always  very  cautious  to  pursue  hia  < 
tcientious  convictions? 

Answer.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  answer  for  his  conscience* 

Question.  Was  he  not  characterized  by  an  openness  and  fearlem 
in  expressing  his  opinions*  religious  or  otherwise? 

Answer.   He  was  characterized  for  his  boldness,  and  fearletsly 
pressing  his  opinions. 

Question.   Was  he  in  the  habit  of  evasion  or  concealment  in  this 
spect  ? 

Answer.  It  is  my  impression  that  he  was  not  clear  of  it 

Question .  Was  he  a  man  to  mould  his  conscience  to  suit  circumstaie 

Answer.  I  leave  his  conscience  to  the  great  arbiter  of  consciencCi 

Question.  Did  you  ever  know  him  to  be  guilty  of  such  profanity  n 
supposed  to  characterize  soldiers  and  sailors  ? 

Answer.    I  do  not  understand  what  is  intended  to  be  meant  by  tl 
question. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  know  him  to  be  once  guilty  of  profane^OI 
ing  and  swearing? 

Answer.  Never,  in  my  presence. 

Question.  When  conversing  upon  religious  subjects,  did  he  not  d( 
in  a  serious  frame  of  mind? 

Answer.  Not  always. 

Question.  Generally,  or  always,  did  he  not,  if  the  occasion  were 
rious? 

Answer.  No,  not  always,  he  did*  not  in  my  presence. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  knpw  him  to  be  guilty  of  levity  in  a  seri< 
discourse  upon  serious  subjects  ? 

Answer.  I  have  observed  more  of  it  in  latter  years,  than  formd 
and  sometimes,  I  thought,  more  than  became  the  solemnity  of 
subject 

Question.  After  he  accused  you  of  treachery,  did  there  not  a  coMfl 
and  misunderstanding  get  in  between  you? 

Answer.  The  unity  that  had  once  existed,  was  interrupted,  but 
so  far  but  that  we  lived  together  as  neighbours,  in  common  friends! 
as  relates  to  social  intercourse,  whenever  necessary. 

Question.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  visiting  in  each  other's  famili 
socially,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  ? 

Answer.  Not  as  frequently  as  formerly. 

Question.  What  was  the  ground  of  the  accusation  of  treachery  agai 
you? 

Answer.  It  was  referred  to  in  my  testimony  in  my  examinatioi 
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in  relation  to  the  exchange  of  the  letters  there  mentioned,  which 
iDok  place. 

Question.  Am  I  to  understand  that  there  was  any  ground  for  such 
KGUsation  in  the  exchange  of  the  letters? 

^■Answer.  Yes,  as  to  the  circumstances  of  the  one  being  printed. 

^  Question*  What  were  the  circumstances  of  the  one  being  printed? 

Answer.  When  the  leading  members  of  our  society 'became,  many  of 

9  uneasy  with  his  doctrines,  as  they  frequently  lodged  at  my  house, 

often  manifested  that  uneasiness,  expressing  their  apprehensions 

[Ihat  his  friends  at  home  were  not  honest  and  faithful  with  him,  in  en- 

ieaTouring  to  convince  him  of  his  errors;  which  sometimes  led  me  to 

Worm  them  of  the  frequent  care  we  had  extended  in  labouring  with  him 

IB  those  accounts;  and  as  an  instance,  sometimes  produced  my  letters, 

tokt  them  see  the  care  I  had  taken;  by  this  means  the  knowledge  of 

Mr -correspondence  became  somewhat  spread,  and  a  friend  requesting 

penniaaion  to  copy  my  letters  in  connexion  with  his,  I  once  consented 

tkat  it  might  be  done.     A  considerable  time  after  this,  when  Elias  Hicks 

ippeared  publicly  in  print,  disavowing  sentiments  he  had  before  avowed, 

ttd  charging  those  who  repeated  them  with  falsehood,  the  letter  ad- 

dicned  to  me  was  also  printed.     By  what  means  it  came  to  the  press 

I  have  never  yet  been  informed,  but  do  not  know  of  any  other  way  than 

to  uppose  it  must  have  emanated  from  the  copy  which  I  suppose  was 

Ilka  from  my  letter. 

Qiestion.  Did  you  charge  the  person  who  took  the  copy  not  to  per- 
wt  it  to  be  published  ? 
Aniwer.  I  gave  a  particular  charge  that  care  might  be  exercised,     t 
I  kidnot  the  least  view  or  expectation  of  its  being  printed,  and  received 
'  I  promise  that  no  improper  use  should  be  made  of  it. 

Qoettion.  Did  the  person  who  copied  it,  make  such  promise  ? 
Answer.  I  consider  that  question  as  already  answered. 
Question.  Who  was  that  person  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  see  the  necessity  of  bringing  forward  individual 
unci,  unless  directed  by  the  master  in  chancery. 

The  master  informed  the  witness  that  he  could  give  him  no  direction 
nthii  matter,  but  that  he  is  not  compelled  to  answer  a  question  so  as  to 
invoWe  himself  in  any  penal  responsibility. 

Qseition  by  the  counsel.  Do  you  now,  upon  being  informed  by  the 
niSBter  of  his  incompetency  to  decide  upon  admissibility  of  testimony, 
ivfaie  to  communicate  that  name? 

Awwer.  The  person  requesting  it  was  a  woman  Friend,  belonging 
to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  but  I  do  not  consider  the  mention 
rf  the  name,  to  be  necessarily  connected  with  the  cause  we  are  now  en- 
nedin. 
Question.  Was  that  a  private  letter,  between  friend  and  friend? 
Wtiness.  Which  letter  is  meant? 
Answer  by  counsel.  The  one  that  was  published. 
Witness.  I  do  not  consider  it  so.     I  was  engaged  in  treating  with  him 
froin  my  own  concern,  and  he  gave  me  his  sentiments  freely  in  return, 
without  the  least  intimation  of  its  being  confidential. 

Question.  Did  he  ever  give  you  any  intimation  that  you  was  at  liberty 
^  circQiate,  or  suffer  it  to  be  published? 
A&swer.  I  do  not  remember  that  he  did,  but  I  have  his  example  in 
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circulating  letters  received,  to  my  own  certain  knowledge,  abundaitl; 
more  than  ever  I  have  done  myself. 

Question.  If  another  does  wrong,  do  you  consider  that  a  suitable  ei 
ample  to  be  followed? 

Answer.  Two  wrongs  will  never  make  one  right 

Question.  Did  you  know  of  his  circulating  letters,  private  lettersy  tin 
you  knew  him  not  to  be  authorized  to  circulate  ? 

Answer.  I  knew  him  to  circulate  many  private  letters  that  I  have  nc 
reason  to  believe  he  had  any  other  authority  for,  than  his  own  inclinatioft 

Question.  When  you  exchanged  your  letters,  did  he  know  of  you 
having  kept  a  copy? 

Answer.  I  believe  not. 

Question.  Did  he  keep  copies  of  your  letters? 

Answer.  He  had  them  in  possession  as  long  as  he  wished  theiBi  ud 
might  have  taken  copies  for  aught  I  know. 

Question.  Have  you  any  reason  to  believe  that  he  did  take  co|ueiP 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  he  did. 

Question.  Why  was  you  brought  into  a  strait,  when  he  requested  yw 
to  bring  his  letter  to  you,  with  you,  to  the  interview  between  you  and  him? 

Answer.  It  had  become  a  subject  of  much  exercise  to  my  mind,  froB 
believing  that  he  was  now  embracing  unsound  opinions,  and  therefoR| 
if  persisted  in,  would  probably  require  the  labour  and  care  of  otbcr 
Friends,  and  therefore  I  was  unwilling  to  be  without  this  evidence,  from 
an  apprehension  that  it  might,  in  future  time,  be  needed,  and  on  this 
ground  it  was  that  I  consented  that  a  copy  should  be  taken,  under  tiie 
precaution  alluded  to,  with  a  view  that  some  of  the  leading  members  of 
our  society  might  become  enlisted  with  me  in  labouring  with  him,  sid 
I  had  at  the  same  time  no  prospect  or  expectation  of  its  extending  farther 
than  this. 

Question.  You  kept  this,  then,  as  evidence  against  Elias? 

Answer.  Thou  mayst  make  thy  own  deductions — I  have  stated  the 
fact 

Question.  Had  you  shown  that  letter  to  others,  before  it  was  returned} 

Answer.  I  had. 

Question.  From  what  parts  were  those  leading  Friends,  towhomyot 
had  shown  those  letters  from  Elias  Hicks  ? 

Answer.  On  Long  Island,  principally,  but  all  that  I  remember,  were . 
members  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  New  York. 

Question.  Were  the  letters  to  your  wife  ever  published  ? 

Answer.  No,  not  until  now— no  otherwise  than  by  being  shown  to 
individuals. 

Question.  Do  you  give  them  in  evidence  as  proof  of  what  those  who 
belong  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  that  meets  at  Green  and  Cherry  streetii 
adopt  as  their  sentiments? 

Answer.  I  give  them  in  evidence  as  Elias  Hicks's  own  sentiments- 
Question.  Were  they  ever  circulated  in  a  way  by  which  those  who 
belong  to  that  meeting  could  have  generally  become  acquainted  wilh 
their  contents? 

Answer.  They  were  never,  before  now,  circulated  in  Philadelphis* 

Question.  The  witness  has  said  there  has  been  a  separation  amooK 
Friends.  Are  those  to  whom  he  belongs  known  and  distinguished  hy 
the  title  of  Orthodox? 

Answer.    We  claim  no  other  title  than  that  of  "  The  Society  ^^ 


and  wc  hare  been  universally  so  known  Tor  a  century  and  a 

•n.  Are  you  distinguished  in  common  repulc  by  that  Ulle? 
r.  I  have  understood  that  those  denominated  Hidisites  have 
hat  appellation  to  us. 

m.  Do  you  speak  of  meetings  or  individuals  having  done  so? 
t.  I  speak  of  individuals  generally  of  that  class,  as  far  as  my 
e  extends. 
HI.  Have  not  individuals  generally,  as  far  as  your  knowledge 

■  your  side,  called  them  HkksiteaP 
K  I  do  not  know  of  any  individuals,  on  our  side,  who  applied 
nation  to  ihem,  until  they  themselves  had  assumed  the  appel- 
that  from  common  repute,  it  became  necessary  to  use  it,  as  a 
distinction,  and  in  that  way  I  believe  it  is  frequently  made  use 
present  time  by  members  of  our  society. 

n.  Have  you  ever  known  or  heard  of  any  meeting,  on  their 
ting  that  title? 

•.  I  know  very  little  of  their  proceedings;  it  was  individuals  I 
I,  and  not  meciiDga. 

m.  Have  you  ever  seen  any  document  issued  from  any  of  their 
•dopting  the  title! 

.  I  think  I  have  not  stated  any  thing  like  it. 
D.  Do  they  not,  in  every  such  document  which  you  have  seen, 
^themselves  as  "  the  Society  of  Friends?" 
•,  They  have  frequently  claimed  that  appellation, 
m.  You  say  a  portion  of  the  members  have  withdrawn  from  the 
ifcen  speaking  of  the  New  York  meetings — have  those,  whom 
nate  as  having  withdrawn,  act  up  any  new  meetings  wiihin  the 
he  New  York  Yearly  Meeting? 

r.  They  have  mostly  taken  possession  of  the  meeting  houses, 
dished  themselves  in  them.  We  consider  them  all  to  be  new 
I  as  having  broken  olf  their  connexion  with  the  great  body  of 
"y  in  Europe  and  America. 

m.  Have  they  not  continued  to  meet  by  regular  adjournments 
Isn&l  limes  and  places?" 

r.  I  have  never  attended  any  of  their  meetings,  and  can  say 
M  to  their  regularity  or  proceedings. 

id.  When  assembled  in  a  meeting  capacity,  did  you,  or  did 
Idraw  from  the  houses? 

'.  We  have  been  differently  circumstanced,  in  that  respect, 
e  compass  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York.  In  many 
tends  have  still  the  use  and  occupancy  of  iheir  meeting  houses; 

TS,  they  have  taken  the  possession  of  them. 

.  Have  they,  in  any  instance,  refused  lo  you  the  right  of  meet- 
tnceting  houses,  at  the  usual  limes  and  places? 
t.  In  New  York  they  took  forcible  possession  of  both  our  mcet- 
•,  and  refused  us  the  use  of  ihe  basement  story,  which  they  did 
[hemselves.  At  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Jericho,  of  which  I 
nber,  a  committee  being  appointed  l)y  ihe  Yearly  Meeting,  to 
bordinaie  meetings  in"  maintaining  the  order  and  discipline  of 
y— they  refused  to  acknowledge  the  committee  in  attendance, 
Itw  the  extracts  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.  I  thought  it  my  duly 
•trate  against  the  measure— pointed  out  ihe  inevitable  conse- 
—16 
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quences  that  must  result  from  it,  that  it  would  break  off  their  con- 
nexion with  the  great  body  of  society — but  they  still  persisting  thotiii 
Friends  were  requested  to  leave  the  meeting  house,  in  order  that  their 
meeting  might  be  select — which  we  accordingly  did. 

Question.  Had  the  basement  story,  in  New  York,  ever  been  used  for 
a  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  It  had,  in  years  before,  occasionally  been  used  in  Yctrlj 
Meeting  times,  as  well  as  Quarterly. 

Question.  Did  they  deny  your  right  to  sit  in  the  upper  story? 

Answer.  If  we  had  condescended  to  their  views,  and  let  fall  the  order 
of  our  society,  it  is  probable  they  would  not  have  objected  to  our  sitdsg 
with  them. 

Question.  Where  did  the  Yearly  Meeting  hold  its  session,  that  ip- 
pointed  the  committee  spoken  of,  as  visiting  Jericho  Monthly  Meedag? 

Answer.  After  making  the  attempt  to  occupy  the  basement  story,  iid 
being  denied,  the  meeting  was  removed  to  a  building  in  Duane  strectf 
and  there  held  its  session  by  regular  adjournments. 

Question.  Was  that  the  meeting  which  appointed  the  commitlee 
spoken  of? 

Answer.  It  was. 

Question.  How  many  of  the  male  adult  members,  belonging  to  Jericho 
Monthly  Meeting,  left  the  house  in  pursuance  of  your  observations? 

Answer.  That  meeting  to  which  Elias  Hicks  then  belonged,  wasmvch 
under  his  influence.  Of  those  in  attendance,  on  the  day  spoken  of,  there 
were  only  three  adult  men  Friends,  who  withdrew  with  the  coromitteei 
and  there  have  since  been  but  five  of  our  members,  men  Friends,  who 
attend  the ''  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho,"  residing  widiis 
the  former  compass  of  that  meeting. 

Question.  About  how  many  of  the  same  description  of  persons  re- 
mained in  the  house? 

Answer.  I  suppose  there  were  probably  fifty. 

Question.  About  how  many  of  the  same  description,  within  the  MwS^ 
of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  are  there,  who  claim  to  hold  it  now  as  a  MontUf 
Meeting? 

Answer.  I  suppose  a  little  rising  the  number  I  mentioned  before,  ttj 
or  upwards.     I  do  not  know  with  certainty. 

Question.  Did  those,  left  in  the  meeting  house  on  that  occasion,  coa- 
tinue  to  hold  a  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  have  never  since  attended  one  there*— but  it  is  reputed 
that  they  do. 

Question.  Is  it  reported  that  they  have  continued  to  do  so  ever  siB^ 
by  regular  adjournments? 

Answer.  I  know  nothing  as  to  the  regularity  of  their  proceedings* 

Question.  Has  the  witness  no  information,  by  reputation,  of  their  con- 
tinuing to  hold  a  Monthly  Meeting,  at  the  usual  time  and  place? 

Answer.  I  think  that  question  was  answered  a  little  before,  and  I  ^1 
now,  that  it  is  reputed  that  they  do  so. 

Question.  Did  the  clerk  of  the  meeting  leave  it,  on  the  occasion  ^ 
ferred  to? 

Answer.  No— he  was  one  of  those  who  proposed  the  place  for  Frict>* 
to  retire  to. 

Question.  Was  there  any  minute  of  the  meeting's  then  made,  adjou^ 
ing  the  meeting  to  another  place? 
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*.  There  was. 

In  die  meeting  house? 
We  were  not  permhled  to  make  it  in  the  meeting  house— '1 
it  was  mad^  after  we  withdrew. 

Did  any  one  deny  your  right  to  remain? 
.  I  have  before  stated,  that  we  were  requested  to  withdraw, 
meeting  might  be  select. 

What  had  preceded,  on  your  part,  to  occasion  such  a  re- 

.  The  offering  of  the  minute  of  extracts  from  the  Yearly  Meel- 
Its  committee  being  in  attendance. 
^.  Had  you  claimed  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  home  for 
:i 

I  As  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  we  consider  the 
e  the  property  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  in  unity  with  the  so- 

1.  Were  the  three  male  adult  members,  the  Monthly  Meeting 
,  on  that  occasion? 

,  Whatever  be  the  number,  more  or  less,  who  remain  attached 
Br  and  discipline  of  the  society,  and  in  subordination  to  the  re- 
^ly  Meeting  which  is  held  in  unity  with  the  society  at  large, 
'ganized  by  that  authority  into  a  Monthly  Meeting,  must  be 
I  the  true  and  regular  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  religious  So- 
*nends. 

.    Were  the  fifty  male  adult  members  who  remained  in  the 

at  time,  members  of  the  society? 
They  had  previously  been  so,  and  were  not  at  that  time  pep- 

iwned. 

.  Had  they  at  that  time  been  dealt  with? 

Al  that  time  they  committed  the  act  in  the  secession  from 
j,  by  rejecting  its  authority  and  discipline,  which  rendered 
its  to  be  treated  with  by  the  society,  and  disowned,  if  not  re- 

I.  Had  they  then  been  treated  with? 

I  do  not  see  how  any  person  can  suppose  that  Ihcy  could 
treated  with  before  committing  the  act,  which  rendered  them 

be  so  dealt  with. 
U   Am  I  to  understand  then,  that  they  had  at  that  time  not 

any  act  making  them  subjects  to  be  dealt  with? 

That  question  1  consider  either  fully  answered,  or  not  con- 
nigh  to  require  one. 

I.  Does  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  lose  any  right  in 
p  otherwise,  before  he  has  been  treated  with  or  disowned? 

I  consider  that  when  I  commit  an  act  making  me  the  subject 
It  and  disownment,  i  should  not,  until  I  was  restoi-ed  to  unity, 
B  rights. 

I.  What  do  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  society  consider 
nibject? 

An  individual  member  under  dealing,  has  not  the  right  of 
our  meetings  for  discipline — their  civil  rights  would  be  no 
rsded  than  as  they  arise  out  of,  and  are  connected  with,  their 
fcs  members  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 
1.   Were  those  fifty  members  under  dealing  at  that  -"       " 
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Answer.  For  rejecting  the  authority  of  our  Yearly  Meeting*  and  iU 
committee  in  attendance,  after  being  forewarned  of  the  consequenceii  «B 
consider  them  to  have  abandoned  their  connexion  with  the  religions  So-  i 
ciety  of  Friends. 

Question.  If  a  member  has  joined  any  other  society,  do  the  usage  and 
discipline  of  the  society  consider  him  as  having  lost  any  right,  until  bo 
is  treated  with  or  disowned? 

Answer.  An  individual  joining  another  society,  thereby  relinquishes 
his  connexion  with  ours,  but  in  relation  to  his  civil  rights,  as  I  before 
said,  they  would  not  be  invaded  any  further  than  as  being  connected  , 
with,  and  growing  out  of,  his  connexion  with  the  Society  of  Friendit 

Question.  Do  not  the  discipline  and  your  good  order,  always  contem- 
plate that  an  offender  shall  be  treated  with,  in  the  expectation  and  hope 
of  his  return  to  the  bosom  of  the  society? 

Answer.  It  contemplates  that  an  offender  be  treated  with,  with  a  view 
to  his  restoration  into  unity. 

Question.  Is  that  hope  abandoned,  and  the  right  of  membership  coi* 
sidered  as  lost,  until  a  testimony  of  disownment  is  pronounced  upon  the 
offender? 

Answer.  The  regular  order  of  the  discipline  in  treating  with  and  dii- 
owning  its  members  is  not  completed  until  the  meeting  issues  its  teitir 
mony  of  disownment. 

Question.  At  the  period  spoken  of,  of  the  separation  of  the  Jericho 
Monthly  Meeting,  had  the  three  adult  members  been  organized  by  the 
Yearly  Meeting  that  they  acknowledged,  as  a  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  They  were  so  organized  at  that  time.  Those  members,  sad 
aU  others  of  that  Monthly  Meeting  who  remained  attached  to  the  order 
and  discipline  of  the  society,  continued  to  hold  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Jericho,  under  the  authority  of  the  regular  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York, 
and  it  being  found  that  the  number  was  small,  it  was  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting's  committee  appointed  for 
that  purpose,  proposed  to  the  next  ensuing  Quarterly  Meeting  the  unit- 
ing of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Wcstbury  and  Jericho  into  one  body,  and 
to  be  denominated  the  **  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho,"  i 
which  was  accordingly  done,  in  accordance  with  the  directions  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  as  contained  in  the  extracts  from  its  minutes. 

Question.  When  did  the  organization  as  a  Monthly  Meeting  of  those 
who  left  the  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  house,  take  place;  before  or  after 
they  left  the  house  ? 

Answer.  I  have  said  just  above,  that  they  continued  to  hold  the  regttUr 
Monthly  Meeting  of  Jericho,  under  the  authority  of  the  Yearly  Meetings 
therefore  in  that  respect  they  needed  no  new  organization. 

Question.  They  were  not  then  organized  at  all  ? 

Answer.  I  have  no  answer  to  give  to  that  I  have  stated  that  they 
were  already  a  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question.  Did  there  not  come  down  to  that  Monthly  Meeting,  extractfl^ 
purporting  to  be  extracts  from  another  Yearly  Meeting,  other  than  that 
which  met  in  Duane  street? 

Answer.  There  were  a  number  of  persons  in  attendance  stated  to  be 
a  committee  appointed  by  a  meeting  which  called  itself  a  Yearly  Meet- 
ing, and  who  produced  extracts  from  that  meeting,  which  the  clerk  and 
most  of  the  members  then  present,  were  disposed  to  acknowledge,  and 
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o  iieceiYe  the  extracts  from  said  meeting;  and,  as  above  stated,  rejected 
he  authority  of  the  regular  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends. 

Question.  Did  they  purport  to  be  from  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  So- 
aety  of  Friends,  held  in  the  city  of  New  York  ? 

Answer.  The  said  document  was  offered  to  the  meeting,  and  stated 
to  be  the  extracts  above  mentioned;  and,  as  I  have  mentioned,  the  clerk 
iBd  most  of  the  members  appearing  determined  to  accept  it,  and  the 
committee  of  Friends  then  in  attendance  having  sufficiently  remonstrated 
against  their  proceedings,  withdrew  from  the  house  as  before  stated; 
and  I  do  not  now  recollect  whether  the  said  document  was  read  in  mj 
hearing,  or  if  it  was,  I  cannot  say  as  to  its  contents. 

Question.  Was  it  known  to  those  who  left  the  house  from  whence 
that  document  emanated  ? 

Answer.  It  was  not  known  in  any  other  way  than  by  common  repute, 
nd  the  statements  made  in  the  meeting  as  above  mentioned. 

Question.  Was  it  stated  in  the  meeting  that  that  document  contained 
eitracts  from  a  Yearly  Meeting  held  in  the  city  of  New  York  ? 

Answer.  It  was  so  understood  in  the  meeting,  as  represented  by  the 
committee  above  mentioned. 

Question.  Was  that  the  cause  of  your  remonstrance  and  withdrawal? 

Answer.  It  was  the  principal  cause. 

Question.  By  what  Monthly  Meeting  was  it  that  Elias  Hicks  was  dis- 
ownedt  if  he  ever  was  disowned  ? 

Answer.  By  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho,  abdve 
Bcntioned. 

Question.  Was  he  ever  disowned,  according  to  the  best  of  your  know- 
kdge  mad  belief,  by  those  who  remained  and  maintained  a  meeting,  pur- 
porting to  be  a  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  ? 

Answer.  I  have  no  knowledjge  of  his  being  disowned  by  that  or  any 
other  body  who  remained  pro^ssedly  in  unity  with  him,  and  with  his 
doctrines. 

Question.  What  are  the  numbers  of  the  male  adult  members  who  com- 
pose what  you  call  the  **  Westbury  and  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting?" 
f   Answer.  My  present  recollection  is,  that  the  number  is  sixteen  adult 
Ben  Friends. 

Question.  Did  all  of  that  description  of  persons,  who  had  previously 
composed  Westbury  Monthly  Meeting,  become  a  part  of  the  meeting 
just  referred  to,  as  now  being  the  Westbury  and  Jericho  Monthly  Meet- 

ug? 

Answer.  All  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and 
of  Jericho,  who  remained  attached  to  the  order  and  discipline  of  the 
society,  were  united  to  compose  this  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question.  How  many  male  adult  members,  who  had  belonged  to 
Westbury  Monthly  Meeting,  before  this  union  of  the  two,  besides  those 
spoken  of  by  the  witness  as  uniting,  were  there? 
.  Answer.  I  was  not  a  member  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  and  cannot 
say  particularly  as  to  its  numbers. 

Question.  Had  it  been  as  large  a  Monthly  Meeting,  as  Jericho  had 
been  before  any  separation? 

Answer.  I  apprehend  that  it  had. 

Qnestion.  Had  it  been  larger?  « 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  particularly  as  to  that,  it  having  decreased  of 
latter  years. 
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Question.  How  many  of  the  male  adult  membera  of  those. who 
compose  *^  Westbury  and  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting;/'  formerly  beloBj 
ed  to  Weatbury? 

Answer.  Either  eleven  or  twelve,  I  think.    There  was  one  remi 
soon  after,  out  of  the  bounds  of  Westbury,  into  those  of  Jericho. 

Question.  How  many  male  adult  members  were  present  at  the  mee^ 
ing  that  is  said  to  have  disowned  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  I  do  not  at  present  recollect  but  one  absent  member. 

Question.  Did  you  take  part  in  dealing  with,  and  disowning,  Efiii 
Hicks? 

Answer.  I  did,  as  a  member  of  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question.  You  have  stated,  that  you,  and  others  that  you  can  reco^ 
nise  as  Friends,  withdrew  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  House,  in  Nev 
York,  at  the  commencement  of  its  first  sitting  in  1828.    Did  you,  or  not,  , 
leave  many  more  behind,  than  those  who  departed  from  the  house? 

Answer.  I  did  not  stay  to  see  how  many  were  left  behind. 

Question.  Is  there  no  general  reputation  upon  that  subject? 

Answer.  The  common  reputation  has  been,  that  a  larger  number 
remained  in  the  house. 

Question.  Has  it  not  been,  that  more  than  twice  the  number  remiii- 
ed,  than  that  of  those  who  departed? 

Answer.  I  answer,  I  believe  it  has,  including  a  large  number  from   J 
Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey  that  were  there,  and 'also  a  large  number  ^ 
of  others,  who  from  the  excitement  then  existing,  were  induced  to  attenl 
the  meeting,  who  had  never  manifested  any  religious  concern  for  the 
welfare  of  society. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  now  speak  of  members  of  the  society? 

Answer.  I  allude  to  those  who  had  heretofore  been  members,  tad 
were  at  that  time  within  the  limits  of  New  York  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  speak  only  of  those  who  were  then  mon- 
bers? 

Answer.  I  do. 

Question.  Among  those  who  went  to  the  other  house,  were  there  not 
also  many  that  came  from  foreign  parts? 

Answer.  A  very  small  number,  in  proportion  to  those  who  Vt 
reputed  to  have  remained  in  the  house. 

Question.  Of  the  members  of  that  Yearly  Meeting,  about  how  miif 
adult  males  departed  from  the  house  ? 

Answer.  I  kept  no  account  as  to  numbers,  and  am  not  prepared  to 
state  with  any  degree  of  precision. 

Question.  Was  there  not  a  common  reputation  upon  that  subject? 

Answer.  By  common  repute,  and  what  information  I  possesSf  I 
apprehend  there  were  not  far  from  two-thirds  the  number  of  the  met*" 
hers  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  including  the  description  abote 
alluded  to,  who  remained  in  the  house. 

Question.  Did  those  who  remained  in  the  house,  agree  to  any  ^ 
joumment,  at  the  time  the  others  left  the  house? 

^  Answer.  It  was  their  standing  in  opposition  to  the  regular  order  ^ 
discipline  of  the  society,  and  persisting  in  their  determinations,  which 
laid  the  Yearly  Meeting  under  the  necessity  of  removing  to  anoth*^ 
place,  where-  its  business  might  be  conducted  in  harmony,  consisted** 
with  the  order  of  the  society. 

Question.  Who  compose  the  Yearly  Meeting? 


127 

Answer.  The  order  and  institution  of  our  meetings  for  discipline,  is 
plainly  laid  down  in  the  book  of  discipline,  which  has  been  made  an 
exhibit,  and  I  refer  to  it  for  answer. 

Question.  Shall  we  there  find  it  defines  who  shall  compose  a  Yearly 
Meeting? 

Answer.  It  is  there  defined;  its  constituent  branches,  the  Quarters, 
are  composed  of  Monthly  Meetings,  and  the  Quarters  being  united 
together,  compose  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  In  what  way  do  the  Quarters  unite  into  a  Yearly  Meeting 
—by  special  representatives,  or  do  the  body  of  the  members  go? 

Answer.  The  discipline  points  out  that  there  are  special  representa- 
tiyes  to  be  appointed. 
Question.  Do  those  representatives  compose  the  Yearly  Meeting? 
Answer.  Those  representatives,  together  with  the  ministers  and 
elders,  the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  and  other  aolid^ 
rdigiouSj  experienced  Friends  from  the  different  Quarterly  Meetings, 
vhen  met  and  assembled  together,  constitute  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  Do  no  others  than  those  specified,  compose  a  part  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  All  our  members  have  the  privilege  of  attending  it,  as  mem- 
bers of  the  society;  but  the  true  authority  and  judgment  to  be  exercised 
is  those  meetings,  has  ever  been  considered  to  be  under  the  influence  of 
tke  spirit  of  truth,  which  preserves  the  meeting  in  a  state  of  order, 
mlemnity,  and  quiet.  The  authority  of  these  meetings  was  described 
bf  our  honourable  elder  and  father  in  the  church,  George  Fox,  in  his 
idnce  to  his  friends,  *^  Keep  all  your  meetings  in  the  power  of  God," 
ind  which  he  testifies  is  the  authority  of  the  men's  and  women's  meet- 
ings. 

Question.  Have  not  all  the  members  of  the  society,  who  have  arrived 
at  the  years  of  discretion,  a  right  to  be  present,  and  to  compose  a  part 
ef  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society? 

Answer.  We  draw  no  line  of  distinction  as  to  age,  or  years  of  discre- 
tion. 

Question.  May  not  the  young  as  well  as  the  old,  experience  that  spi- 
ritual baptism,  which  will  rightly  qualify  them  to  take  part  in  the 
meetings  for  business? 

Answer.  This  has  never  been  denied,  and  when  it  is  experienced, 
their  offerings  are  acceptable  to  their  friends. 

Question.  Is  the  meeting  itself  the  alone  judge  of  the  true  qualifica- 
tion of  its  members  for  the  transaction  of  its  business? 

Answer.  There  is  a  judgment  felt  and  exercised  in  the  church,  which, 
wheA  exercised  under  the  authority  of  its  holy  head,  the  living  baptized 
members  of  the  one  body,  experience,  through  the  baptizing  influence 
of  his  spirit,  that  is  unto  them  a  ^  spirit  of  judgment  to  them  that  sit  in 
judgment,"  and  ^*  strength  to  them  that  turn  the  battle  to  the  gate." 

Question.  Is  not  the  meeting  itself  the  alone  judge  of  the  solidity  and 
weight  of  every  member,  or  of  his  sentiments? 

Answer.  As  the  meeting  is  gathered  under  this  holy  influence,  the 
qiirit  of  judgment  is  not  withheld;  and  when  offerings  are  made  in  the 
aecling,  which  are  under  the  influence  of  the  head  of  the  church,  there 
is  an  evidence  felt  in  the  meeting,  of  the  authority  of  such  offerings. 

Qnestion.  Is  it  then,  the  meeting  alone,  that  comes  to  the  judgment 
that  is  to  be  recorded  by  its  clerk? 
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Answer.  It  is  the  meeting,  under  the  leading  and  inflaence  of 

divine  spirit. 

Question.  Has  the  clerk  any  further  power  than  to  record  the 

or  judgment  of  the  meeting,  so  arrived  at? 
Answer.  As  a  member  of  the  meeting,  he  has  a  right,  in  comi 

with  other  members,  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  a  subjecti 

offer  his  sentiments  thereon;  and  when  it  becomes  resulted  as  the  kM 

sense  and  judgment  of  the  meeting,  to  record  its  conclusions- 
Question.  As  clerk,  has  he  any  further  power  than  to  record  its  ooi- 

elusions? 
Answer.  I  believe  I  have  given  a  sufficient  definition— 4f  a  further  ii 

requisite,  I  would  refer  to  the  discipline- 
Question.  Are  not  the  essays  of  minutes,  made  by  the  clerk,  alwiji 

subject  to  the  alteration  of  the  meeting? 
Answer.  Yes.  It  is  his  duty,  as  above  observed,  to  record  what  i^ 

pears  to  be  the  solid  sense  of  the  meeting,  and  its  judgment  in  the  si" 

thority  of  truth;  and  to  be  subject  to  alterations,  that  may  further  sp* 

pear  to  be  requisite  from  the  same  authority. 
Question.  Has  it  not  always  been  the  practice  of  the  meetings  of  tie 

society,  to  stand  still  until  they  can  move  on  with  unanimity  and  hu^ 

mony? 


Answer.  It  has  been  the  practice  of  the  society,  deliberatdy  to  est-  i 
sider  propositions  that  are  laid  before  a  meeting;  and  as  Friends  km  1 
sometimes  different  views,  whfn  all  are  evidently  engaged  in  the  {iro* 
motion  of  the  one  blessed  cause,  they  patiently  wait,  one  for  another* 
and  in  these  deliberations,  Friends  are  preserved  in  harmony  and  coade- 
scension,  one  to  another.     Thus,  our  conclusions  have  been  resulted  ia  ! 
brotherly  love,  and  the  general  unity  of  the  body.  J 

Question.  Has  it  not  been  owing  to  a  submission  by  the  membersi  to  , 
the  spirit  of  true  judgment,  and  this  brotherly  condescension,  that  it  hii  '\ 
been  enabled,  in  former  times,  to  conduct  their  proceedings  in  love  md 
unity? 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  sufficiently  answered  that  question  in  the  pr^  j 
ceding.  | 

Question.  Am  I  to  understand  the  witness,  as  having  given  an  affirt^ 
ative  answer  to  that  question?  j^ 

Answer.  I  did  consider  it  answered  in  the  affirmative,  sufficiently*  ' 

Question.  Is  it  not  for  the  meeting  alone  to  judge,  whether  all  11^ 
engaged  in  the  one  blessed  cause,  spoken  of  by  the  witness? 

Answer.  When  all  are  thus  engaged,  a  covering  of  solemnity  is  pi^ 
valent  in  the  meeting,  in  which  the  judgment  of  truth  becomes  maniio^ 

Question.  At  the  first  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  New  Yorkf  '^ 
1828,  was  there  this  mutual  condescension,  and  was  the  spirit  of  trtA 
judgment  waited  for  in  the  meeting,  before  any  conclusion  was  coto» 
to,  on  the  part  of  those  who  left  the  house? 

Answer.  I  can  speak  for  one,  that  I  felt  my  mind  preserved  in  a  go^ 
degree  of  quietude,  and  I  believe  it  to  have  been  the  case  with  msS>' 
others;  but  the  opposition  to  the  order  of  our  society  was  so  prevate^^ 
in  great  numbers  then  in  attendance,  and  the  noise  and  clamour  so  f^ 
moirkable,  that  the  general  quiet  over  the  meeting  could  not  be  mfS^' 
tuned. 

Question.  What  act  immediately  pi-ecedcd  in  that  meeting,  the  noi^ 
and  clamour  spoken  of? 
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Answer.  In  the  ducuBsion*  which  took  place,  the  opposition  and  ex- 
dteroent  grew  higher  and  higher,  until  there  was  no  other  alternative 
ht  Friends  to  maintain  the  regular  order  and  discipline,  but  by  remov- 
h^  to  another  place;  and  this  conclusion  being  come  to,  while  thc»  clerk 
WIS  reading  the  minute,  many  of  them  called  out  aloud,  at  once,  and 
Bade  other  noise  to  prevent  his  being  heard. 
Quesdon.  What  was  the  clerk  attempting  to  read? 
Answer.  The  minute  of  removal  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 
Question.  Was  it  that  which  occasioned  the  discussion  and  clamour? 
Answer.  It  was  not  that  which  led  to  the  previous  discussion  that  I 
mentioned;  but  the  noise  and  clamour  greatly  increased  on  his  reading 
the  minute. 
Question.  To  what  then  was  it  first  owing? 

Answer.  The  meeting  was  informed,  that  a  large  number  of  persons 
were  present,  who  had  detached  themselves  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Friends,  held  in  Philadelphia,  and  had  associated  themselves  together 
into  another  body,  in  violation  of  the  discipline  of  the  society;  and  that 
many  of  those  then  present,  had  been  regularly  disowned  by  the  society— 
lad  that  therefore  it  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  order  and  usage  of 
the  society,  to  proceed  in  its  business  until  those  persons  withdrew. 
They  were  then  requested  to  withdraw,  but  persisting  in  their  intru- 
^  lion  in  the  said  meeting,  and  a  considerable  number  of  the  members  of 
P  New  York,  also  taking  part  with  them,  and  claiming  for  them  a  right 
to  sit  in  the  meeting,  acknowledging  them  as  members  with  whoni  they 
bad  unity.  This  departure  from  the  order  of  the  society,  was  the  oc- 
casion of  the  discussion  which  took  place,  and  which  resulted,  on  their 
part,  in  the  tumult  and  misrule  of  which  I  have  spoken;  and  on  the  part 
of  Friends,  in  the  removal  of  that  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  What  evidence  was   produced  to  that  meetinjg;,  of  those 
persons  alluded  to  as  not  being  members,  having  been  disowned? 

Answer.  The  testimony  of  divers,  then  present,  who  knew  it  to  be 
the  case. 

Question.  Were  those  who  gave  such  testimony,  among  those  who 
withdrew? 
»     Answer.  I  believe  they  were. 

Question.  Who  was  it  that  rose  in  the  meeting,  and  requested  those, 
asserted  not  to  be  members,  to  withdraw? 

Answer.  I  do  not  now  recollect,  so  as  to  be  positive,  who  it  was  spoke 
first  on  that  subject;  there  were  divers  sentiments  as  to  that  point. 
Question.  Was  not  that  Friend  from  a  foreign  country? 
Answer.  I  am  rather  of  the  mind,  on  reflection,  that  it  was  a  Friend 
from  a  foreign  country,  who  first  opened  the  subject 

Question.  Does  the  witness  recollect  ever  to  have  known,  or  read  of, 
an  instance,  in  which  a  Friend  from  a  foreign  country  had,  before  this, 
interfered,  and  be  the  first  to  propose  a  measure  of  that  importance? 

Answer.  It  is  obvious,  that  a  case  of  this  kind  had  never  before  oc- 
curred, to  my  knowledge,  in  this  country;  of  course,  I  could  not  answer 
in  the  affirmative.  But,  when  a  Friend  from  another  Yearly  Meeting, 
in  unity  with  the  society,  whether  from  Europe  or  America,  attends  our 
Yearly  or  other  meetings  for  discipline,  with  a  certificate  of  a  unity 
with  his  Friends  at  home,  and  that  certificate  accepted  by  the  meeting, 
he  is  considered  as  a  member  of  the  meeting,  and  entitled  to  the  privi- 
leges of  other  members,  and  offering  his  sentiments  on  subjects  under 
Vol.  I-— 17 
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consideration,  or  to  make  any  proposition  that  he  may  belieYC  condMilte 
to  the  general  good  and  welfare  of  the  body. 

Question.  Would  a  foreign  minister  travelling  with  a  certificate  in  fl^^ 
country,  he  subject  to  be  dealt  with  and  disowned,  by  any  of  our  iQCpH| 
ings? 

Answer.  If  his  offence  was  in  relation  to  his  moral  conduct,  I 
aider  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  meeting  where  such  offence  had 
committed,  to  treat  with  him  on  the  occasion,  and  if  not  restored,  either 
to  disown  him,  or  transmit  his  case  to  the  meeting  from  whence  he 
came. 

Question.  Does  the  witness  mean  to  be  understood  as  saying,  thatotf 
the  noise  and  clamour  spoken  of  in  that  meeting,  proceeded  from  those 
who  remained  in  the  house? 

Answer.  It  would  be  difficult  for  me  to  ascertain  the  fact,  so  as  posi- 
tively to  assert  that  no  Friend  did  on  the  occasion  make  an  improper^ 
movement;  but  I  do  not  know,  according  to  my  best  recollection,  of  vmy 
Friend  who  removed  with  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  Duane  street,  who  took 
an  active  part  in  the  noise  and  clamour  alluded  to. 

Question.  Did  it  not  arise  from  the  clerk  persisting  in  reading  a  mi- 
nute, which  the  meeting  generally  was  not  agreed  to. 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  already  answered  this  question,  and  clearly 
stated  the  case  before. 

Question.  Was  not  the  greater  part  of  the  members  present  among  > 
those  who  claimed  for  the  persons,  whose  presence  was  objected  to^  a  . 
right  to  sit? 

Answer.  I  have  admitted  that  the  larger  number  then  present,  re- 
mained in  the  house,  and  as  the  case  has  been  described,  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed  they  were  generally  opposed  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  being  re< 
moved  to  Duane  street. 

Question.  The  conclusion  of  the  meeting  spoken  of,  for  the  adjoum- 
ment  then,  was  by  the  smaller  number  of  the  members  present? 

Answer.  By  that  number,  whether  greater  or  smaller,  who  were  dis-  j 
posed  to  maintain  the  order  and  discipline  of  the  society,  and  continue  1 
their  connexion  with  the  great  body  of  society,  in  Europe  and  America*  i 

Question.  Was  not  the  Yearly  Meeting  itself,  the  rightful  judge  of  1 
what  was  that  order  and  discipline?  ^ 

Answer.  In  a  case  so  plain  as  this,  we  apprehended  there  was  no  difln^ 
culty  in  judging  what  was  consistent  with  the  discipline  of  the  society  on 
the  subject. 

Question.  Whether  those  left  in  the  house  thought  this  a  plain  case,  ' 
as  was  judged  by  the  others? 

Answer.  I  did  not  remain  with  them,  and  therefore,  I  cannot  say  what 
they  thought  on  the  subject. 

Question.  How  many  of  the  representatives  to  the  New  York  Yearly 
Meeting  of  1838,  went  to  the  house  in  Duane  street? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  the  number. 

Question.  Can  you  form  no  probable  estimate? 

Answer.  I  do  not  now  remember  any  proportion;  but  from  a  circum- 
stance which  I  shall  now  relate,  I  think  there  were  the  largest  number 
rennuning  in  the  honse.  In  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Westbury,  of 
which  I  am,  and  was  then  a  member,  such  was  the  preconcerted  plan  of;^ 
the  opposing  party,  who  had  gained  the  ascendency  in  that  Quarterly 
Meeting,  and  having  the  clerk  on  their  side,  that  they  would  not  taffer 
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tlBaaine  of  a  single  Friend^  who  remains  in  unity  with  the  society,  to 
•appointed  a  representative  to  attend  the  Yearly  Meeting;  though  di- 
|h  such  were  nominated  for  the  service :  some  of  them  avowing  their 
Mgii  at  the  time,  that  the  representatives  would  have  to  propose  the 
fiak  for  the  Yearly  Meeting;  circumstances  nearly  similar  to  these  took 
jlice  in  one  or  more  of  the  other  Quarters ;  thus  by  their  management 
key  obtained  a  larger  number  of  representatives. 

Question.  How  do  you  know  that  such  plan  was  preconcerted? 

Answer.  It  was  avowed  by  some  in  our  Quarterly  Meeting;  and  I  had 
ny  information  from  several  other  sources  besides. 

Question.  Did  those  spoken  of  as  carrying  their  nominations,  aTOW 
B  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  that  they  had  preconcerted  that  plan? 

Answer.  Not  in  open  avowal,  as  information  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting; 
ntin  making  their  objections  to  the  appointment  of  Friends  as  repre- 
Matives,  and  referring  to  their  usual  business  in  nominating  a  clerk  to 
in  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  Did  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  of  1828,  receive  an 
spittle  from  the  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  preceding  autumn? 

Answer.  I  think  there  was  one  read  in  the  meeting,  but  it  was  not 
aiwered. 

Question.  Was  not  that  Yearly  Meeting  of  Baltimore  a  regular  Yearly 
leeting? 

Answer.  I  believe  it  had  not  at  that  time  seceded  from  the  Society  of 
ricnds. 

Question.  Why  was  that  epistle  not  answered? 
Answer.  The  meeting  at  that  time  did  not  make  a  minute,  from  which 
can  draw  authority,  as  a  meeting;  but  it  will  appear  on  the  minutes, 
at  epistles  were  prepared  for  all  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  on  the 
minent,  except  that  of  Baltimore. 

Question.  Was  not  that  a  very  unusual  and  extraordinary  omission? 
Answer.  It  was. 

Question.  Whether  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  was  originally 
t  off  from  the  London  Yearly  Meeting,  in  the  manner  you  have  describ- 
tthe  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  to  have  been  set  off  from  the  New 
Hand  Yearly  Meeting? 

Xaiwer.  It  was  unquestionably  with  the  approbation  or  the  conclusion 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London;  whether  in  the  exact  manner  of  that 

Rhode  Island  and  New  York,  I  would  refer  to  the  members  of  that 
noting  who  have  the  ancient  records. 

Question.  Have  you  any  information,  historical  or  otherwise*  that  any 
'plication  on  that  subject  was  made  to  the  London  Yearly  Meeting,  or 
at  any  approbation  was  given  by  it? 
Answer.  I  consider  my  reference  to  the  ancient  records  of  that  meeting, 

be  a  sufficient  reply. 

Question.  Are  you  without  information  upon  that  subject? 
Answer.  I  am  not  altogether  without  information  on  the  subject,  his- 
Hcally  at  least ;  but  I  do  not  know  the  precise  facts  of  the  case,  as  I  do 
't  recollect  ever  to  have  seen  the  minute;  but  I  have  always  understood 
to  be  the  act  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London ;  and  have  never  known 

heard  of  an  instance  of  any  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  being  set  up, 
^thout  the  approbation  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  from  whence  the  members 
■ginated ;  but  we  received  information  at  our  Yearly  Meeting,  in  the 
«0e  from  Baltimore,  of  a  regular  establishment  of  the  **  Yearly  Meet- 
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ing  of  Ohio;"  as  also  in  the  epistle  from  Ohio,  of  the  regular  eatablish- 
ment,  in  like  manner,  of  the  **  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  Indiana.''^ 

Question.  Were  not  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  held  in  Virginia  aod 
North  Carolina,  many  years  before  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  on**  . 
responded  with  them?  | 

Answer.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  New  York,  when  set  of 
from  Rhode  Island,  was  very  small,  and  remained  a  small  Yearly  Meet- 
ing for  many  years;  it  then  corresponded  only  with  London,  Philadelphia, 
and  Rhode  Island.    As  its  numbers  enlarged,  the  correspondence  Ilk^ 
wise  enlarged.     Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  was  the  next  it  corresponded 
with  by  epistle ;  and  afterwards  North  Carolina  and  Virginia. 

Question.  In  what  year  was  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  set  offfrom 
the  New  England? 

Answer.  I  think  it  was  in  the  year  1695. 

Question.  Were  there  Yearly  Meetings  existing  then  in  Baltimon^ 
Virginia,  or  North  Carolina? 

Answer.  I  believe  there  were  in  some  of  those  places,  but  I  hare  not 
exact  dates  of  their  establishment. 

Question.  Were  any  of  those  Yearly  Meetings  set  up  by  the  Londos? 

Answer.  Unquestionably  they  were,  from  the  order  always  obserred, 
but  I  haye  not  any  minute  to  refer  to. 

Question.  Do  you  say  unquestionably  from  your  own  knowledge  isd 
experience? 

Answer.  And  the  general  reading  of  the  history  of  the  society. 

Question.  Does  the  history  of  the  society  inform  us  that  anyofthoie 
Yearly  Meetings,  or  that  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  was  set  op 
by  the  authority  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting? 

Answer.  It  does  in  general  terms,  and  if  I  am  not  in  possession  of  tlw 
minutes  requisite  to  the  case,  should  there  be  any  inaccuracy  in  the  eitar 
blishment  of  any  one  of  them,  thou  art  at  full  liberty  to  prove  it  if  thoi'^ 
canst. 

Question.  What  historical  work  of  authority  in  the  society  is  there 
upon  this  subject? 

Answer.  There  are  several  histories  of  the  rise  and  progress  of  ^ 
society,  as  Sewall's  History,  Cough's  History,  and  others;  and  the  WTi^ 
ings  of  divers  other  Friends  at  different  times,  and  books  of  travels^ 
their  ministers  who  have  been  abroad. 

Question.  Have  you  any  knowledge,  historical  or  otherwise,  of  i^T 
Monthly  Meeting  being  laid  down  without  its  own  consent  having  bcc^ 
first  obtained  ? 

Answer.  Even  the  supposition  that  its  own  consent  must  be  first  ^*^ 
tained,  destroys  the  subordination  of  the  meeting. 

Question.  What  is  the  nature  of  that  advisory  power  in  the  superi^* 
meetings  which  has  been  spoken  of? 

Answer.  It  is  pointed  out  in  the  discipline  which  has  been  here  e^^^' 
bited. 

Question.  Have  not  Friends  understood  by  the  use  of  the  term  adv^i^* 
that  there  was  a  discretion  in  the  advised  to  accept  it  or  not? 

Answer.  I  am  somewhat  surprised  to  hear  such  questions^-the  v^**^ 
free  agency  of  man  involves  his  power  to  choose  good  or  evil. 

Question.   Is  there  any  provision  made  by  discipline  or  the  usag^  ^ 
the  society  for  the  trial  and  condemnation  of  meetings?  . 

Answer.  Thou  mayest  recur  to  the  discipline  to  which  I  have  referr^ 
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Qaeation.  Does  the  discipline  to  which  I  am  referred  contain  any  pro- 
liiion  for  the  appeal  of  a  meeting? 

Answer.  I  have  just  referred  thee  to  the  book;  thou  mayest  search  for 
thyself. 

Question.  Do  not  the  discipline  and  the  usages  of  the  society  very 
carefully  and  specifically  provide  for  appeals  in  the  cases  of  individuals? 

Answer.  That  care  is  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  discipline  that  I  have 
mentioned. 

Question.  Is  the  same  matter  clearly  pointed  out  in  respect  to  meetings? 

Answer.  I  have  already  referred  thee  to  the  discipline  itself. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  nine  o'clock  at  the  same  place. 

Thursday  morning,  June  10th.  At  nine  o'clock  examination  continued 
in  the  presence  of  the  parties  and  counsel  aforesaid. 

Question.  For  what  causes,  if  any,  may  a  meeting  be  dealt  with  or 
liiddown? 

Answer.  The  discipline  of  the  society  is  already  exhibited. 
Question.  Are  any  causes  assigned  in  the  discipline  for  which  a  meet- 

isgmay  be  dealt  with  or  laid  down? 
Answer.  As  it  is  already  exhibited,  thou  hast  an  opportunity,  and  art 

It  Uberty  to  examine  for  thyself:  the  principle  is  necessarily  involved  in 

lite  subordination  of  the  meetings. 

Question.  Until  18279  l^&d  you  in  all  your  own  experience  any  know- 
kd^  of  a  meeting  being  treated  with  or  laid  down? 

Answer.  I  have  known  some  instances  of  meetings  being  laid  down. 

Question.  State  those  instances. 

Answer.  There  was  one  at  Newtown,  on  Long  Island:  there  was  an- 
other on  Long  Island,  that  was  held  at  Islip,  many  years  ago,  that  was 
discontinued. 

Question.  Were  those  Monthly  Meetings  ? 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  Were  they  preparative? 

Answer.  The  one  at  Newtown  I  believe  had  been  a  Preparative  Meet- 
ing, and  was  discontinued  as  a  meeting  for  worship,  since  my  memory. 

Question.  Did  the  members  consent  to  the  meeting  being  discontinued? 

Answer.  As  far  as  I  know,  there  being  no  necessity  for  them  to  be 
dealt  with;  a  necessity  of  that  kind  has  not  occurred  within  my  recol- 
lection prior  to  the  time  above  mentioned,  1827. 

Question.  Why  were  they  discontinued? 

Answer.  They  had  become  small;  for  that  and  some  other  cause,  it 
was  judged  by  the  superior  meeting  most  expedient  to  discontinue  them. 

Question.  Up  till  that  period,  had  not  the  great  body  of  the  society 
existed  in  peace  and  harmony? 

Answer.  Generally  so,  with  several  exceptions,  in  some  branches  of 
the  society. 

Question.  Was  the  great  body  of  the  society  in  a  state  of  peace  and 
unity  in  the  years  1827  and  1828? 

Answer.  I  consider  that  it  was  so,  except  for  the  causes  of  the  present 
acbism. 

Question.  Up  till  that  time,  did  not  the  subordination  of  meetings  ex- 
ist for  the  only  purposes  of  receiving  reports  by  superior  from  its  sub- 
ordinate meetings,  on  the  state  of  society,  in  answer  to  queries  read  in 
the  meetings,— in  entertaining  appeals  in  cases  of  individual  offenders. 
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and  in  affording  advice  and  assistance  when  advice  and  assistance  are 
asked  of  the  superior  meeting,  or  the  answers  returned  to  it^  indicate 
the  necessity  of  advice  and  assistance? 

Answer.  For  the  purposes  stated  in  the  discipline  exhibited.  ^ 

Question.  Did  it  exist  for  any  purpose  that  is  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  discipline,  or  do  you  found  it  upon  usage? 

Answer.  It  is  included  in  the  nature  of  the  organization  of  our  society, 
and  the  necessary  subordination  stated  in  the  discipline  to  preserve  that 
order  and  authority  inviolate. 

Counsel.  We  will  go  back  to  local  matters  on  Long  Island,  as  you . 
seem  to  be  tired  of  the  discipline. 

Question.  When  you  found  you  could  not  bring  Elias  Hicks  to  your 
opinion,  in  respect  to  your  concern  you  had  in  visiting  him,  did  you  hj  * 
it  before  the  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  have  before  stated  that  I  had  divers  opportunitiea  of  con- 
versation with  him — had  written  him  several  letters,  pointing  out  some 
of  the  erroneous  sentiments  which  I  believed  he  had  embraced*— then 
finding  him  still  to  continue  propagating  them,  I  had  an  interview  with 
him,  together  with  two  men  Friends,  members  of  the  select  meeting. 
After  this  interview,  he  still  continuing  to  promulgate  the  same,  my 
uneasiness  continued,  which  had  in  the  first  instance  originated  from  hii 
public  declarations,  and,  as  in  the  order  of  our  society,  the  especial  care 
of  the  ministry  is  delegated  to  the  elders,  together  with  their  brethren 
ministers,  ihe  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  I  considered  the  proper 
plan  first  to  open  my  uneasiness  to  the  church.  And  as  this  occasioned 
a  want  of  unity  in  the  select  Preparative  Meeting,  of  which  we  were 
members,  I  could  not,  in  conscience,  as  a  member  of  that  meeting,  join 
in  an  answer  to  the  queries  respecting  unity,  which  was  to  be  forwaHed 
to  a  superior  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders.  The  design  of  the  in- 
stitution of  these  meetings,  and  the  necessary  subordination  of  one  to 
the  other,  being  in  order  that  the  superior  may  afford  its  aid  in  any 
cases  of  difficulty,  to  the  inferior  meetings— hence  I  conceived,  that  an 
honest  report  ought  to  be  forwarded  from  the  select  Preparative,  to  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  in  order  that  our  real  state 
might  be  fairly  represented.  The  proposal  of  an  exception  in  the  an- 
swer to  the  query,  ^^  whether  ministers  and  elders  are  preserved  in  lo?e 
and  unity,  one  with  another,"  was  always  objected  to  by  Elias  Hicksi 
and  divers  others  of  his  adherents;  hence  no  real  statement  of  the  want 
of  unity  in  that  meeting  could  be  laid  before  the  select  Quarterly  Mce^ 
ing,  in  the  regular  answers  to  the  queries.  The  Preparative  Meeting 
continued  in  this  situation  for  a  considerable  time,  until  at  length  the 
leading  member  of  that  meeting,  and  the  greater  number  adhering  to 
him,  proposed  that  a  committee  be  appointed  to  visit  the  Friends  who 
were  out  of  unity,  including  myself  and  one  or  two  others,  stating  at  the 
same  time,  that  this  being  done,  an  exception  might  be  made  in  the  an- 
swer, respecting  unity,  and  that  the  answer  might  then  state  that  care 
was  taken  in  the  case,  so  that  it  need  not  occasion  an  exercise  in  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders.  Accordingly  a  committee 
was  then  appointed  to  visit  us  on  the  occasion,  or  to  ^' visit  the  Friends  . 
who  were  out  of  unity;"  thus,  without  naming  us  in  the  minute,  they  ac-  " 
cordingly  made  us  several  visits,  and  we  prepared  an  essay  in  writings 
stating  clearly  the  principal  grounds  of  our  uneasiness,  on  account  oCM 
the  doctrines  promulgated,  pointing  out  their  inconsistency  with  the*  ] 
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doctrines  of  Christianity,  as  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends,  in  which 
ve  endeavoured  to  maintain  and  defend  the  genuine  doctrines  of  the  re* 
ligious  Society  of  Friends.  This  essay  we  laid  before  the  committee, 
requesting  them  carefully  to  examine  it,  and  to  point  out  to  us  in  writ- 
ing, wherein  they  apprehended  we*  had  in  anywise  deviated  from  the 
doctrines,  the  discipline,  or  the  order  of  our  society.  We  gave  a  copy 
into  their  hands,  allowing  them  full  liberty  and  time  to  prepare  their 
objections — they,  however,  never  returned  us  any  answer,  nor,  that  I 
can  recollect,  pointed  out  to  us  wherein  we  had  transgressed  the  order 
and  discipline  of  the  society^*-the  stress  of  their  labours  being  to  en- 
deavour to  reconcile  the  difference  between  us,  and  bring  us  again»into 
unity;  but  as  we  could  not  conscientiously  relinquish  our  testimony  for 
the  truth,  they  at  length  reported  to  the  select  Preparative  Meeting  that 
tbey  had  given  attention  to  their  appointment,  and  were  united  in  re- 
porting that  they  did  not  find  a  sufRcient  cause  for  disunity.  We  were 
then  represented  by  Ellas  Hicks  as  being  '^  out  of  unity,  without  a  cause." 
The  members  of  that  meeting  mostly  uniting  with  him  did,  on  his  pro- 
position, represent  our  case  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  as  being  ^'  out  of 
unity  with  our  friends;"  but  without  the  least  mention,  in  that  minute, 
or  any  preceding  one,  of  the  grounds  of  our  uneasiness.  The  Monthly 
Meeting  then  proceeded  to  take  up  our  case,  appointing  a  committee  to 
Tisit  tts;  but  we  being  still  unable  to  relinquish  our  testimony,  they  at 
lenph  dismissed  two  of  our  number  from  being  members  of  the  meeting 
of  ministers  and  elders,  as  in  their  apprehension  having  lost  our  useful- 
ness therein:  neither  is  there  on  the  minutes  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  the 
least  item,  that  I  have  any  knowledge  of,  touching  the  grounds  of  our 
oercise;  their  proceedings,  however,  were  in  consequence  of  the  causes 
which  I  have  heretofore  stated,  and  for  no  other  cause. 

Question.  Had  the  answers  previously  gone  up,  as  in  the  unity? 

Answer.  They  had  cither  been  so,  or  so  carefully  guarded,  that  what- 
eier  slight  exceptions  might  have  been  made,  should  not  engage  the  par- 
ticular attention  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting. 

Question.  When  its  attention  was  brought  to  the  subject,  how  many 
vere  visited  by  the  committee? 

Answer.  Myself  and  two  others. 

Question.  In  what  relation  did  those  others  stand  to  you? 

Answer.  My  mother,  and  my  wife. 

Question.  Did  you  prepare  the  essay  laid  before  the  committee? 

Answer.  We  did  so. 

Question.  Did  the  dismissal  from  your  station  in  the  meeting  for  rai- 
nisten  and  elders,  take  place  by  the  authority  of  the  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  before  stated  that  fact^^it  was  the  Monthly 
Meeting's  act. 

Question.  What  was  the  date  of  that  act? 

Answer.  I  had  no  expectation  of  being  drawn  into  this  inquiry  oft  my 
coming  herci— I  have  records  of  the  transactions  at  home,  and  can  pro- 
duce them  at  another  time,  together  with  the  essay  alluded  to. 

Question.  As  near  as  you  can  recollect,  what  was  the  date? 

Answer.  I  think  the  dismissal  on  my  part  was  in  Sixth-month,  1827, 

Bd  that  of  my  wife  in  Seventh-month  following;  this  proceeding  being 

'^'^ther  had  without  any  application  or  reference  to  the  Quarterly 

eting  of  ministers  and  elders  for  their  aid  and  advice  in  the  case, 

...ich  would  have  been  requisite,  according  to  the  order  of  our  society. 
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Question.  About  what  period  did  you  begin  to  express  your  uneatineii 
to  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  stated  that  in  my  examination  in  chiefi  bit 
can  answer  again,  more  especially  so,  about  the  years  1820-21. 

Question.  Between  that  time  and  the  period  of  his  disownment,  spokei 
of,  did  he  not  obtain  from  his  Monthly  Meeting,  on  various  occaaioBi^ 
certificates,  authorizing  him  to  travel  in  the  ministry,  into  other  ptrti? 

Answer.  He  did,  at  several  times. 

Question.  Did  you  always  object  to  the  granting  of  those  certificttei? 

Answer.  I  at  divers  times  did^^but  I  cannot  say  that  I  a/tiHiy#did| 
from  the  very  first  time  that  I  have  mentioned. 

Question.  Had  he  such  certificates  when  he  visited  Philadelphia  it 
the  years  1822  and  1828  ? 

Answer.  In  1822,  I  believe  he  had.  In  1828, 1  have  before  stated,  thit 
he  attended  the  Yearly  Meeting  without  any  minute  from  his  own  meet- 
ing, though  having  previously  obtained  one  from  the  Monthly  Meetingi 
to  make  a  visit  in  some  of  the  Western  and  Southern  states. 

Question.  When  he  returned  with  a  minute  from  the  Yearly  Meeting^ 
held  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets,  in  1828,  did  you  object  to  its  bebf 
received  ? 

Answer.  The  meeting  decided  that  there  was  not  a  necessity  of  taking 
notice  of  it  on  their  minutes,  as  he  had  attended  the  Yearly  Meedog 
without  the  minute  of  concurrence  from  that  meeting — and  thereibic  I 
saw  no  need  of  objecting  at  that  time. 

Question.  What  was  the  cause  why  he  had  not  the  minute  withbim?   , 

Answer.  He  did  not  give  any  reason  in  the  meeting. 

Question.  Was  it  not  because  it  was  awaiting  the  requisite  approbi- 
tion  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  have  no  information  as  to  his  reasons  for  leaving  it. 

Question.  Was  not  a  minute  of  the  Quarter,  or  the  concurrence  of  the  ' 
Quarter  to  the  minute,  requisite  to  the  visit  contemplated  by  him? 

Answer.  It  was,  including  the  whole  visit,  but  not  requisite  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  At  the  time  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  had  your  Quarter, nest 
succeeding  the  Monthly  Meeting  at  which  the  certificate  was  giveii  oc-  ^ 
curred? 

Witness.  Dost  thou  mean  the  meeting  held  at  Green  street  ? 

Counsel.  Yes,  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  at  Green  and  Cherry  streeti- 

Answer  of  witness.  No,  it  had  not  occurred. 

Question.  After  1821,  and  before  the  disownment  spoken  of,hady0B 
not  frequent  communication  and  correspondence  with  individuals!  ic* 
siding  in  Philadelphia,  upon  the  subject  of  your  uneasiness? 

Answer.  I  believe  it  had  been  sometimes  incidentally  mentioned  to 
some  of  my  friends — but  I  held  no  such  frequent  correspondence. 

Question.  Were  opinions  received  from  that  source  as  to  the  co»nc  « 
you  should  pursue  in  respect  to  Elias  Hicks?  * 

Answer.  Not  in  any  degree,  that  I  recollect. 

Question.  Did  there  not,  during  that  period,  come  to  Jericho  Monthly 
Meeting,  certain  communications,  or  committees,  from  meetings  or  **• 
dividuals  in  Philadelphia? 

Answer.  I  was  informed  it  was  the  case — but  was  absent  from  hofl»* 
at  the  time. 
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Question.  What  was  your  information  upon  that  subject,  if  it  was  a 
nutter  of  general  repute  ? 

Answer.  That  there  were  communications  from,  I  think,  two  Monthly 
Meetings  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  representing  some  unsound  doc- 
trines preached  by  Elias  Hicks  in  that  city. 

Question.  What  proceedings  did  the  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  take 
upon  those  communications? 

Answer.  It  was  at  the  time,  before  mentioned,  when  that  meeting  had 
my  case  on  its  minutes,  consequently  I  did  not  attend  any  Monthly 
Meeting  when  that  case  was  before  it. 

Question.  Was  there  any  necessary  occasion  of  your  absence  from 
the  meeting,  on  account  of  the  visit,  which  resulted  in  your  dismissal 
from  the  meeting  for  ministers  and  elders  ? 

Answer.  The  members  of  that  meeting  did  not  permit  me  to  attend 
any  meetings  for  discipline,  so  long  as  they  had  my  case  on  its  minutes. 

Question.   Was  you  treated  as  an  oifender? 

Answer.  I  certainly  was. 

Question.  Was  it  taken  up  as  a  case  involving  a  liability  to  disown- 
ment,  unless  an  acknowledgment  should  be  made? 

Answer.  The  meeting  carefully  avoided  on  its  minutes  any  disclosure 
of  the  nature  of  the  case. 

Question.  Did  it  result  in  a  disownment,  or  was  an  acknowledgment 
given,  or  required  ? 

Answer.  Not  in  a  disownment  from  membership  in  the  society,  but 
only  a  dismissal  from  the  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders. 

Question.  By  your  discipline,  is  any  member  deprived  of  the  right  of 
attending  a  Monthly  Meeting,  when  the  case  does  not  involve  the  conse- 
quence of  a  disownment  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  any  specific  rule  of  discipline  touching 
sach  a  case.  I  did  not  myself  consider  that  the  discipline,  in  relation  to 
my  own  case,  did  necessarily  require  my  absenting  myself  from  all  meet- 
ings for  discipline,  seeing  it  was  understood  that  my  right  of  member- 
ship was  not  then  at  stake,  but  only  my  station  as  a  member  of  the 
meeting  of  ministers  and  elders.  Nevertheless,  in  submission  to  my 
friends,  I  thought  it  right  for  me  to  observe  their  request  not  to  attend. 

Question.   Did  the  meeting  make  any  such  request? 

Answer.  Not  by  minute,  as  a  meeting — but  several  of  the  leading  in- 
fluential members. 

Question.  Did  you  make  any  effort  to  attend? 

Answer.  I  did,  in  one  Preparative  Meeting,  though  not  expecting  to 
attend  the  particular  Monthly  Meeting  when  my  case  was  before  it. 

Question.  Did  you  attend  that  Preparative  Meeting  ? 

Answer.  I  will  now  tell  the  whole  truth,  as  the  facts  occurred.  On 
that  day  a  funeral  having  taken  place,  we  retired  to  the  grave,  and  af- 
terwards Friends  returned  into  the  house.  I  returned  and  took  my  seat 
before  Elias  Hicks  came  into  the  house.  He  came  in  and  saw  me  sit- 
ting before  hinfv— then  arose  and  took  a  Friend  out  with  him — presently 
returning.  The  other  Friend  came  and  whispered  to  me,  saying,  there 
were  some  Friends  without  that  wished  to  speak  with  me;  and  going  out, 
I  found  two  Friends  waiting,  the  one  an  elder,  the  other  an  overseer— 
they  objected  to  my  sitting  in  the  meeting,  as  being,  in  their  opinion, 
out  of  order.  I  held  up  my  own  opinion,  that  as  I  conceived  my  right 
of  membership  was  not  at  stake,  but  only  my  right  in  the  select  meet- 

Vol.  I.— 18 
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ing,  that  I  did  not  conceive  the  case  involved  the  necessity  of  abientbif 
myself  from  all  meetings  for  discipline— but  they  urging  their  aentin 
mentSf  I  remarked  to  them,  that  I  had  rather  err  on  the  side  of  submii- 
sion  than  otherwise,  and  then  retired  quietly  to  the  stable,  and  waited 
for  my  family,  until  the  meeting  had  gone  through  its  business. 

Question.  By  common  reputation,  what  was  the  result  in  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  the  communications  from  Philadelphia  ? 

Answer.  That  the  meeting  refused  to  recognise  them,  and  act  thereoB 
according  to  discipline. 

Question.  By  common  reputation,  did  the  meeting  consider  those 
communications  to  have  been  made  according  to  the  discipline  ? 

Answer.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  say — I  have  no  reason  to  believe  j 
otherwise.  I  have  not  a  distinct  recollection  of  knowing  what  was  tbe  ^ 
common  repute.  I 

Question.  Were  the  same,  or  similar,  communications,  from  the  same  J 
source,  carried  to  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting? 

Answer.  There  were  communications,  I  suppose  to  have  been  limilaTi 
received  from  Philadelphia  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetinga-^and  pro- 
duced at  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting,  held  in  New  York-  j 

Question.  To  what  result  did  that  Quarter  come  on  that  subject?        j 

Answer.  After  considerable  discussion  on  the  occasion,  and  many 
Friends  urging  the  propriety  of  their  being  read,  as  coming  from  a 
meeting  of  equal  authority,  the  prevailing  number  determined  not  to 
read  them  in  the  meeting. 

Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  ever  attend  the  Monthly  Meeting,  whick  ' 
has  been  denominated  "  The  Westbury  and  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting?" 

Answer.  No. 

Question.  Had  he  ever  been  a  member  of  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  When  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Jericho  was  regularly  laid 
down  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  the  members  attached  to  that  of 
Westbury,  and  to  compose  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and 
Jericho,  he  thereby  became  a  regular  member  of  that  Monthly  Meet- 
ing. 

Question.  Was  the  act  spoken  of,  of  laying'down  the  Jericho  Monthly 
Meeting,  before  or  after  the  separation  of  Westbury  Quarter  ? 

Answer.  I  think  it  took  place  at  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  when  moil 
of  its  members  refused  their  allegiance  to  the  regular  meeting  of  Friendf| 
of  New  York. 

Question.  Am  I  to  understand,  that  the  most  of  the  members  of  the 
Quarter  did  not  assent  to  the  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  being  laid  down? 

Answer.  All  those,  who  in  violation  of  the  discipline,  whether  more 
or  less,  who  had  thus  relinquished  their  attachment  and  subordination 
to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  must  necessarily  be  supposed  to  have 
stood  in  opposition  to  that  conclusion. 

^  Question.  Were  those  persons  in  attendance  at  the  Quarter  at  the 
time  spoken  of,  and  did  they  there  dissent  to  the  act  ? 

Answer.  They  having  totally  rejected  the  authority  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Friends,  and  its  committee  in  attendance,  and  refused  to 
receive  the  extracts  from  the  Yearly  Meeting,  Friends  were  necessarily 
compelled  to  the  necessity  of  leaving  there,  and  retiring  to  another  place, 
where  the  business  of  the  meeting  might  be  transacted  in  quietude — 
consequently  those  members  having  thus  seceded  from  the  Society  of 
Friends,  were  not  then  in  attendance. 
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Qneation.  Was  the  act  of  laying  down  on  the  part  of  those  who  had 
retired  from  the  Quarterly  Meeting  house? 

Answer.  Not  of  individual  persons,  but  of  the  regular  Quarterly 
Meeting  of  Westbury. 

Question.  Was  the  regular  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Westbury,  now 
spoken  of,  composed  of  those  individuals  who  had  so  retired  from  the 
meeting  house  ? 

Answer.  I  think  that  is  embraced  in  the  preceding  answer. 

Question.  The  witness  has  spoken  of  allegiance  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing; in  the  original  organizations  of  the  society,  were  Monthly  and  Quar- 
terly Meetings  established  by  the  Yearly  Meetings? 

Answer.  The  system  of  the  discipline,  I  apprehend,  was  not  instituted 
in  its  full  operation  and  order  altogether  at  one  time,  but  meetings  esta- 
blished in  the  rising  society,  as  occasions  required — but  as  soon  as  I 
have  any  knowledge  of  the  discipline  of  the  society  having  been  reduced 
to  a  regular  system  of  order.  Quarterly  Meetings  are  set  up  by  the 
Yearly  Meetings,  and  Monthly  Meetings  by  the  Quarterly  Meetings. 

Question.  As  matter  of  historical  fact,  which  preceded  in  time,  the 
formation  of  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings,  or  the  formation  of 
Yearly  Meetings  ? 

Answer.  As  I  now  recollect,  the  Monthly  Meetings  were  set  up  by 
George  Fox,  prior  to  the  establishment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Question.  Did  not  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  by  common  con- 
lenty  establish  Yearly  Meetings,  by  sending  representatives  and  other 
concerned  Friends  to  it? 

Answer.  A  recurrence  to  the  early  history  and  records  of  the  society^ 
will  point  out  the  manner  of  its  establishment. 

Question.  To  return  to  Westbury  and  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting, 
spoken  of,  did  Elias  Hicks  himself,  ever  recognise  that  as  a  Monthly 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  ? 

Answer.  He  totally  rejected  its  authority  as  a  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question.  Did  you  take  part  in  visiting  him,  and  preparing  what  has 
been  called  his  testimony  of  disownment? 

Answer.  As  a  member  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  I  took  part  with 
others  in  its  proceedings  in  the  case. 

Question.  Was  that  document  exclusively  prepared  by  members  of 
that  meeting? 

Answer.  It  was  prepared  by  a  committee  appointed  by  that  meeting. 
I  should  not  say  that  we  had  no  aid  by  any  one  of  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing's committee,  who  were  appointed  to  attend,  and  aid  its  inferior 
meetings. 

Question.  You  have  spoken  of  certain  books  distributed  by  Elias 
Hicks,  do  you  mean  that  it  is  to  be  inferred,  that  he  approved  of  all  the 
matter  in  those  books? 

Answer.  I  have  not  said  that  he  approved  of  all  the  sentiments  they 
contained— but  he  approbated,  so  far  as  to  circulate  and  recommend  the 
reading  of  them. 

Question.  Did  he  point  out,  and  approve,  any  particular  parts  of 
them? 

Answer.  When  he  furnished  me  with  the  books,  I  do  not  recollect 
that  he  descended  into  particulars,  but  only  in  general  terms  of  appro- 
badon,  and  encouraged  my  reading  them. 
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Question.  Did  he  ever  hand  to  you  any  of  the  books  now  referred  to, 

except  the  first  number  of  the  Celestial  Magnet? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Question.  What  other? 

Answer.  A  work  of  Doctor  Priestly's. 

Question.  Did  he  ever  point  out  and  approve  that  particular  part  of 
the  ^'Celestial  Magnet,"  No.  4,  particularly  referred  to  in  your  examina* 

tion  in  chief? 

Answer.  I  do  not  certainly  know  that  he  pointed  out  that  particalar  * 
part,  but  am  informed  that  he  circulated  that  number,  and  in  general 
terms  approbated  it. 

Question.   Did  you  ever  know  him  to  approbate  that  particular  part? 

Answer.  He  never  gave  me  any  other  than  the  first  number  of  that 
work,  but  by  common  repute  he  approbated  the  fourth  number  of  the 
work,  and  circulated  it. 

Question.  About  how  many  voices  do  you  consider  as  making  a  ma^ 
ter  a  subject  of  general  repute? 

Answer.  I  have  no  particular  limitation  of  numbers. 

Question.  On  your  examination  in  chief,  what  is  the  smallest  number 
of  persons  reporting  a  matter  which  the  witness  considered  as  author* 
izing  him  to  speak  of  it,  as  a  matter  of  general  repute? 

Answer.  I  occasionally  or  accidentally  heard  it  mentioned  in  aeTeral 
places;  besides  in  two  instances  direct  information. 

Question.  When  you  speak  of  direct  information  in  those  two  instanceSi 
do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  got  the  matter  through  a  number  of  penoBS 
directly? 

Answer.  I  must  now  state  the  fact  as  it  is:— in  one  of  the  instances  the 
Friend  came  directly  from  his  house  to  ours,  and  stated  in  my  family— 

The  counsel  directs  the  witness  that  if  it  came  from  an  individual,  not 
to  state  it;  nor  not  to  state  it,  unless  it  came  from  a  number  of  individuals 
as  a  matter  of  current  report  in  the  neighbourhood. 

The  witness  proceeds,  on  again  putting  the  question — I  mean  to  My 
that  I  had  it  directly  from  those  two,  and  some  other  corroborating 
ones. 

Question.  How  many  corroborated  the  information,  and  in  what  way? 

Answer.  In  one  of  the  instances,  in  a  family  where  there  was  one 
aged  Friend  and  three  youngerly  Friends,  I  saw  the  fourth  number  of 
that  work;  there  was  but  one  of  the  younger  Friends  who  directly  in- 
formed me  that  Elias  Hicks  had  furnished  him  with  that  number— the 
aged  Friend  and  the  other  youngerly  ones  being  present  and  freely  con- 
versing on  the  subject,  it  was  readily  understood  by  all  that  it  was  cor- 
rect as  stated,  that  Elias  Hicks  had  furnished  the  work  to  that  family. 
In  the  other  instance,  there  were  two  Friends  together,  at  Elias's  house, 
the  one  of  whom  is  now  deceased.  I  had  the  information  from  them 
both  severally,  and  from  the  man  Friend,  now  deceased.  I  understood 
him  to  say  that  soon  after  they  came  into  the  house,  Elias  introduced*^ 

The  counsel  objects  to  the  witness  relating  the  information  thus  de- 
rived from  an  individual,  unless  it  was  a  current  report  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. Tlic  master  informed  the  witness  that  he  must  confine  his 
ans>yer  to  the  question,  and  in  doing  so,  he  was  at  liberty  to  answer  it 
in  his  own  way. 

The  witness  proceeds: — The  said  fourth  number  of  the  pamphlet  al- 
luded to,  stating  that  <^  the  author  had  undertaken  to  prove  Jesus  to  be  the 
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mi  of  Joseph,  and  that  he  did  not  know  but  that  he  would  make  it  out." 
rhis  is  as  near  his  words  as  I  can  recollect.  The  woman  Friend  there 
present  coming  to  my  family,  stated  the  case,  and  said  she  had  had  a 
dose  argument  with  Elias  Hicks  on  that  subject — 

The  counsel  again  objects  to  the  witness  proceeding  to  relate  this  con- 
versation. 

'  The  witness  proceeds*— In  which  he  persisted  in  his  sentiment  that 
there  was  as  much  if  not  more  scripture  evidence  in  favour  of  his  being 
the  son  of  Joseph  than  otherwise. 

The  counsel  on  this  side  again  objects  as  before,  and  objects  to  all  the 

evidence  given  by  this  witness  in  relation  to  the  **  Celestial  Magnet," 

'  N<k  4}  either  on  his  examination  in  chief,  or  on  his  cross-examination, 

/  ufoanded  on  hearsay  testimony,  and  not  a  matter  of  such  general  repute 

ti  to  make  it  legal  evidence. 

Question.  If  a  member  of  the  Friends'  Society  circulates  the  work  of 
one  who  is  not  a  member,  with  a  general  degree  of  approbation,  is  the 
uciety  at  large  held  responsible  for  the  sentiments  contained  in  the  work? 

Answer.  I  apply  it  to  the  person  who  approbates  it. 

Question.  Were  the  matters  which  the  witness  has  testified  to  in  the 
^coine  of  his  examination  as  evidence  of  unsoundness  in  the  doctrines 
*iDf  Eliai  Hicks,  ever  so  published  that  the  society  at  large  would  know 
wlttt  they  were? 

Answer.  The  society  has  had  much  opportunity  of  hearing  his  public 
declarations,  from  the  sentiments  contained  in  which  a  large  portion  of 
tbe  testimony  is  drawn. 

Question.  When  was  it  that  you  had  the  conversation  with  Elias  Hicks 
i^especting  George  Fox's  letter  to  the  governor  and  council  of  Barbadoes? 

Answer.  According  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  it  was  in  Third- 
month,  1829. 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  then  express  his  unity  with  George 
Pox  in  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  society,  respecting  the  light 
within? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  that  he  did  in  particular  at  that  time,  but 
'Was  disposed  to  claim  unity  with  his  doctrines  in  the  general,  or  alto- 
S^her  so  at  first. 

Question.  Did  he  ever  deny  his  belief  in  that  fundamental  principle 
spoken  of? 

Answer.  I  cannot  say  what  he  may  have  done  to  others,  I  have  no 
Tccollection  that  he  has  done  it  to  me. 

Question.  Did  he  ever  say  to  you  that  he  believed  that  Christ  was  the 
son  of  Joseph? 

Answer.  I  have  never  charged  him  with  saying  so  directly  to  me. 

Question.  You  have  said  in  relation  to  the  character  of  our  blessed 
^rd,  Elias  Hicks  has  placed  him  on  the  same  ground  as  other  men; — 
do  you  mean  that  he  gave  Christ  no  higher  character  than  other  men? 

Answer.  I  have  heretofore  stated  his  own  words,  as  publicly  declared, 
to  "Which  I  would  refer. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  deny,  or  in  any  manner  ex- 
pi*ess  a  doubt  of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  as  he  is  the  word,  or  Son  of  God? 

Answer.  I  have,  many  times,  heard  him  hold  up  doubts,  or  more  open 
denial  of  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  in  the  sense  always  understood  by 
•Uf  society. 
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Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  express  a  doubt  that  Christ  ^^ 
is  the  only  means  of  our  salvation  through  faith  in  him? 

Answer.  I  have  frequently  heard  him  express  sentiments  nearly  simi- 
lar to  the  following:  that  we  must  attend  to  the  light  in  ourselves,  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  attended  to  the  light  in  himself,  by  which  he  was 
preserved  in  obedience  to  his  heavenly  Father,  in  the  same  manner  that 
every  true  christian  may  be. 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  always  own  Christ  to  be  the  saviour  of 
all  men  that  are  saved  ? 

Answer.  Not  in  the  sense  understood  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Society  of 
Friends  ? 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks,  when  speaking  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception, always  admit,  that  he  believed  it  was  a  truth? 

Answer.  I  have  no  evidence  that  he  always  admitted  it. 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  acknowledge  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion as  a  consequence  of  creative  power,  making  a  distinction  between 
the  production  of  a  being  by  generation  and  creation. 

Answer.  I  would  refer  to  his  own  letter,  produced  here  on  the  subject| 
for  an  explanation  of  his  views. 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  declare  that  Jesus  Christ  was  the  Son 
of  God,  by  spiritual  generation  ? 

Answer.  He  admitted  him  to  be  the  Son  of  God  in  the  same  sense^  and 
the  same  manner,  as  every  true  christian  is. 

Question.  Did  he  hold  that  he  was  so  in  the  same  measure? 

Answer.  As  the  five  talented  man  had  a  larger  measure  than  he  who 
had  but  two,  so  he  admitted  Jesus  Christ  to  have  such  a  portion  of  the 
spirit,  as  was  just  sufRcient  to  enable  him  to  do  the  work  which  he  had 
to  do. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own  that  in  Christ  dwelt  all  the  fulness  of  the 
godhead  bodily? 

Answer.  I  do  not  understand  him  to  have  held  that  doctrine. 

Question.  Did  he  ever  deny  that  doctrine  ? 

Answer.  If  my  recollection  is  correct,  it  is  to  be  found  in  his  printed 
discourses. 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  own  and  hold,  that  the  divine  spirit 
or  power  that  dwelt  in  the  holy  man  Jesus,  was  the  son,  or  begotten  of 
God? 

Answer.  As  before  observed,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  every  true 
christian. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own  that  in  Christ  dwelt  all  the  treasures  of 
wisdom  and  knowledge? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  to  have  heard  him  avow  that  sentiment. 

Question.  Do  you  recollect  ever  having  heard  him  deny  it  ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  to  have  heard  him  recite  the  text,  and  im- 
mediately make  a  positive  denial — but  I  should  understand  the  tenor  of 
many  of  his  communications  to  amount  to  a  denial  of  the  doctrine,  in 
the  manner  professed  by  the  Society  of  Friends. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own  that  God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the 
world  unto  himself? 

Answer.  I  do  not  understand  him  to  have  acknowledged  that  doctrine, 
consistently  with  the  doctrine  of  our  society. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own  that  Christ  was  the  true  light,  that  en- 
lighteneth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world  ? 
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Answer.  He  frequently  acknowledged  that  the  divine  light  in  man 
was  his  only  sure  guide. 

Question.  Did  he  not  frequently  designate  that  light,  as  Christ? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  to  have  heard  him  express  it  in  the  words 
of  the  text  for  a  number  of  years  past. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own  that  Christ  was  the  wisdom  of  God,  and  the 
power  of  God  ? 

Answer.  I  believe  he  sometimes  used  the  passage  of  scripture,  apply- 
ing it  to  us  in  the  same  sense,  as  applied  to  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord  and 
Saviour. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own,  that  the  ^'  word  that  was  with  God,  and 
that  was  God,"  was  Christ  the  light  of  the  world? 

Answer.  I  apprehend  that  he  did  acknowledge  that  doctrine,  but  in 
denial  of  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  relates  to  the  glorious  union  of 
the  divinity  and  humanity  of  our  blessed  Lord  in  the  outward  manifes- 
tation. 

Question.  Did  Elias  not  own,  that  Christ  was  in  the  wilderness  with 
the  Israelites,  and  that  he  was  the  rock  which  followed  them,  and  of 
which  they  all  drank  according  to  the  scripture? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  a  direct  denial  of  that  passage  of  the  scrip- 
ture. 

Question.  Do  you  recollect  any  kind  of  denial  in  respect  to  the  sub- 
ject of  that  question,  by  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  As  it  is  taken  without  any  connexion  with  the  outward  mani- 
festation of  our  Lord  and  Saviour,  I  do  not  recollect  a  denial  of  it. 

Question.  Did  he  not  own,  that  it  was  Christ  that  strove  with  the  old 
world  before  the  flood,  and  enlightened  with  his  divine  light  the  patri- 
archs and  prophets  before  his  outward  coming  in  the  flesh  ? 

Answer.  His  common  terms,  were,  *'  the  spirit  of  God  that  was  their 
light  and  leader." 

Question.  Did  he  deny  Christ's  outward  coming  in  the  flesh,  as  stated 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  that  divine  light  by  which  the  apostles 
were  made  ministers  of  the  spirit,  and  not  of  the  letter? 

Answer.  I  believe  he  always  acknowledged  that  the  apostles  were 
ministers  of  the  spirit,  and  not  of  the  letter — neither  do  I  recollect  to 
have  heard  him  deny  that  there  was  such  a  manifestation  as  Jesus  of 
Nazareth. 

Question.  Did  he  deny  that  Christ  is  the  appointed  means  of  man's 
salvation,  to  the  end  of  the  world,  without  respect  to  nation  or  colour? 

Answer.  I  believe,  that  he  has  denied  him  in  the  oflice  of  a  mediator 
and  intercessor  with  the  Father. 

Question.  What  do  you  mean  by  using  the  term  office  of  mediator  and 
mtereessor^  and  did  our  primitive  Friends  ever  use  such  terms? 

Answer.  I  mean  the  same  which  the  apostles  did,  when  they  styled 
him  a  "  iwediff/or,"  and  *^  intercessor  "  and  ^^  advocate  with  the  Father," 
'^  iht  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not  for  our's  only,  but  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world." 

Question.  Were  the  primitive  Friends  in  the  practice  of  using  the 
term  office  of  mediator  and  intercessor  ? 

Answer.  I  have  patiently  answered  many  questions— I  would  now  pro- 
pose a  recurrence  to  the  printed  sermons  of  Elias  Hicks,  to  which  he 
himself  refers,  for  a  further  exposition  of  his  doctrines. 

Question.  In  what  part  of  those  sermons  shall  we  find  it  stated, 
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whether  the  primitive  Friends  used  the  term  office  of  mediator  and  in- 
tercessor ? 

Answer.  I  acknowledge  I  am  unable  to  see  any  necessity  of  answer- 
ing such  questions.  I  have  not  discovered  that  it  has  any  bearing  upon 
the  business  that  we  are  engaged  in.  • 

Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  deny  his  belief  in  Fatheri 
Son  or  Holy  Spirit,  as  they  are  described  in  the  New  Testament  ? 

Answer.  As  it  is  now  stated  to  be  intended  to  be  applied  to  the  terms 
disjunctively,  or  not  in  connexion,  I  do  not  recollect  a  direct  denial. 

Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  ever  deny  his  belief  in  the  Father,  Son 
and  Holy  Spirit,  as  they  are  described  in  the  New  Testament  ? 

Answer.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  say  precisely,  but  I  do  not  recollect 
for  many  years  past,  to  have  heard  him  once  acknowledge  them  in  the 
sense  always  understood  by  our  society. 

Question.  In  what  sense  has  that  subject  always  been  understood  by 
the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  We  receive  and  believe  the  scripture  testimony  as  handed 
to  us,  through  the  inspired  penmen — and  endeavour  to  avoid  nice  and 
logical  disquisitions  on  the  subject. 

Question.  Have  the  society  always  done  so? 

Answer.  As  a  body,  I  believe  we  have. 

Question.  Has  the  society,  as  a  religious  body,  then,  ever  expressed 
any  sense  upon  that  subject? 

Answer.  By  always  acknowledging  the  scripture  doctrine  of  the 
**  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,"  and  that  '*  these  three  are  one." 

Question.  Has  Elias  Ilicks  ever  denied  his  belief  in  that  text,  as  it 
stands  in  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  ever  to  have  heard  him  acknowledge;  a 
belief  therein . 

Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  him  deny  a  belief  therein  I 

Answer.  Not  by  a  plain  reference  to  the  text. 

Question.  Have  not  the  early  writers  of  approved  authority  in  the 
society  discussed  the  subject  of  that  text^  and  given  their  sense  of  it? 

Answer.  I  believe  it  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  our  primitive 
Friends. 

Question.  Does  the  Society  of  Friends  hold  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity, 
as  professed  by  the  church  of  England,  only  avoiding  the  use  of  the  term 
person^  as  too  outward  and  unscriptural  ? 

Answer.  We  hold  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  as  set  forth  and  ably 
defended  in  the  writings  of  our  primitive  Friends;  and  in  an  especial 
manner  in  Robert  Barclay's  Apology  for  the  true  christian  divinity. 

Question.  Did  Robert  Barclay  ever  treat  upon  the  subject  of  the 
trinity? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  such  a  word  in  the  holy  scriptures. 

Question.  Did  Robert  Barclay  ever  treat  upon  the  subject  of  which 
we  have  been  speaking? 

Answer.  I  would  refer  thee  to  his  own  work. 

Question.  Am  I  to  understand  you  as  referring  to  Barclay's  works, 
as  authority  upon  this  subject,  without  knowing  whether  or  not  he  has 
treated  of  it  ? 

Answer.  As  the  Society  of  Friends  are  not  in  the  practice  of  using 
the  word  trinity^  or  the  "  doctrine  of  the  Trinitarians,"  we  have  gene- 
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rmllf  avoided  much  unnecessary  and  needless  disquisition  on  the  sub- 
ject. 

Question.  Where  did  you  learn  what  was  the  sense  of  the  society  on 
the  subject  of  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  if  they  have  never  entered 
into  disquisitions  on  such  doctrines  ? 

Answer.  In  their  uniform  acknowledgment  and  belief  in  the  scripture 
testimony,  as  we  find  it. 

Question.  What  is  the  scripture  testimony  upon  that  subject,  as  re- 
ceived and  approved  by  the  society? 

Answer.  I  have  before  repeated  the  apostolic  doctrine,  "  that  there 
are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  and  these  three  are  one." 

Question.  Has  the  society  then  ever  expressed  its  sense  upon  that 
subject,  otherwise  than  to  adopt  the  text  just  as  it  stands  ? 

Answer.  We  receive  it  as  it  stands  in  the  holy  scriptures  ? 

Question.  Have  or  have  not  the  society  held  that  the  divine  nature  is 
divided  into  parts,  or  in  any  manner  compounded. 

Answer.  I  do  not  wish  so  far  to  depart  from  the  doctrines  of  our  so- 
cij|tyt  or  from  its  practice,  as  to  enter  into  such  disquisitions— we  have 
■^er  held  sentiments  of  that  kind. 

Question.  How  then  do  you  undertake  to  say  that  Ellas  Hicks  was 
unsound  upon  this  doctrine  ? 

Answer.  We  refer  to  the  scripture  testimony — the  declarations  of 
Jesas  Christ  and  his  apostles  concerning  himself— ^nd  to  declarations 
contained  in  Ellas  Hicks'  printed  discourses,  and  compare  them  to- 
getiier  on  the  same  points. 

Question.  Has  Elias,  I  repeat  again,  ever  denied  that  text  of  scrip- 
tare? 

Answer.  In  direct  terms,  in  reference  to  the  text  itself,  I  do  not  re- 
collect to  have  heard  him — but  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  say  that  he  has 
not  denied  it. 

Question.  Would  it  or  not  be  considered  as  an  authoritative  test  of 
Elias  Hicks'  soundness  of  doctrine  upon  this  subject,  to  compare  what 
he  has  said  with  the  works  of  Robert  Barclay  ? 

Answer.  I  have  referred  to  Robert  Barclay — and  if  Elias  Hicks'  doc- 
trine throughout  is  consistent  with  Robert  Barclay,  we  acknowledge  it 
to  be  the  doctrine  of  our  society. 

Question.  Would  you  acknowledge  this  sentence  to  be  consistent  with 
the  doctrines  of  your  society,  viz.:  ^^  God  is  one  pure  spiritual  being, 
incapable  of  composition  or  division  ?"  • 

Answer.  I  consider  the  divine  nature  in  its  infinity  and  perfections^  to 
be  far  beyond  the  comprehension  of  poor  finite  man. 

Question.  If  Robert  Barclay  has  ventured  to  express  his  sentiment  or 
nderstanding  upon  this  subject,  would  it  be  received  as  the  sound  and 
approved  doctrine  of  the  society? 

Answer.  We  have  always  esteemed  the  work,  above  mentioned,  to  be 
the  most  full  and  able  defence  of  the  christian  religion  as  held  by  the 
Society  of  Friends,  and  still  appeal  to  it  as  the  acknowledged  doctrine 
tf  the  society. 

Question.  Although  you  hold  that  work  in  high  estimation,  do  you 
eel  yourselves  bound  to  adopt,  as  a  society,  all  the  sentiments  contained 

I  therein  ? 
Answer.    There  is  no  part  of  his  doctrines  contained  in  that  work 
vlucfa  we  as  a  society  have  not  acknowledged. 
Vol.  I.— 19 
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Question.  Do  you  as  a  society  hold  yourselves  bound  by  every  senti- 
ment of  that  yfovkn  because  it  has  been  generally  acknowledged  and  ap- 
proved in  the  society? 

Answer.  We  approve  the  whole  work. 

Question.  If  a  member  should  express  any  sentiment  which  can  be 
found  in  that  work,  could  he  be  held  as  unsound? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  the  society  as  a  body  has  taken  into  con- 
sideration and  given  its  sense  on  this  particular  question. 

Question.  How  do  you  know  that  the  society  have  approved  that  work? 

Answer.  By  sanctioning  it  and  circulating  it  in  all  parts  of  the  society 
as  containing  the  doctrines  and  principles  held  by  th^  society. 

Question.  Do  the  society  hold  themselves  bound  by  all  the  sentiments 
contained  in  every  book  which  it  has  approved  or  circulated? 

Answer.  That  question  is  answered  in  the  answer  to  a  former  query. 
The  Society  of  Friends  have  not  undertaken  as  a  body  to  dissect  every 
single  sentiment  contained  in  the  work,  and  give  its  sense  distinctly  on 
every  sentiment  by  itself. 

Question.  Have  not  those  \f4iom  the  witness  acknowledges  to  be  the 
Society  of  Friends,  since  1827,  very  much  been  in  the  habit  of  dissecAig 
the  sentiments  and  the  sentences  of  the  works  attributed  to  Elias  Hicki, 
and  insisted  that  all  who  attended  the  meetings  which  acknowledged  his 
services  as  in  the  general  acceptable,  and  of  endeavouring  to  fix  those 
dissected  parts  on  the  whole  body  who  thus  acknowledged  them? 

Answer.  Some  of  his  anti-christian  doctrines  have  been  referred  to 
and  quoted  by  the  society;  and  the  society  in  its  collective  capacity  has 
testified  against  them,  and  therefore  we  cannot  have  unity  and  religious 
fellowship  with  those  who  unite  with  and  approve  those  doctrines. 

Question.  Are  you  satisfied  that  you  have  answered  my  question? 

Answer.  It  appeared  to  me  a  suitable  answer,  and  the  best  I  can  give. 

Question.  Have  not  the  Society  of  Friends  considered  as  of  approved 
standing  the  writings  of  William  Pcnn,  George  Whitehead,  Isaac  Pen- 
ington,  William  Bailey,  Daniel  Philips  and  Stephen  Crisp? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  either  of  those  works  to  have  been  approved 
by  the  society  and  published  to  the  world  as  its  standing  doctrines. 

Question.  Do  you  recollect  that  any  of  those  works  have  in  any  way 
ever  been  disapproved  by  the  society? 

Answer  The  society  has  issued  no  testimony  against  them,  that  I 
know  of. 

Question.  Have  they  jiot  been  generally  well  approved,  and  extensively 
circulated  and  read  throughout  the  society? 

Answer.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Question.  Has  the  society  collectively,  or  have  the  individuals  of  the 
society  generally,  ever  considered  any  part  of  William  Penn's  works  as 
unsound,  or  contrary  to  the  generally  received  doctrines  of  the  society? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  the  society  as  a  body  has  given  its  judg- 
ment on  the  works  of  William  Penn.  I  have  understood  that  there  were 
individuals  of  the  society  who  have  not  altogether  approved  the  whole 
of  his  works;  but  the  society  in  its  collective  capacity  has  approved  and 
circulated  his  *'No  Cross,  No  Crown,"  and  I  lx:lieve  his  ** Primitive 
Christianity  Revived." 

Question.  How  long  has  it  been  since  you  first  so  understood  this? 

Answer.  Many  years  past;  the  exact  term  I  cannot  ascertain. 

Question.  About  how  many  years? 
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Answer.  I  am  not  aware  that  the  business  I  am  called  here  upon  re- 
quires an  answer  to  sucli  a  question. 

Question.  Was  this  a  general  thing,  or  was  it  confined  to  a  few  indi- 
TidualsP 

Answer.  Whether  few  or  many,  we  consider  the  society  responsible 
for  only  the  works  which  it  approves  as  a  body. 

Question.  Does  it  approve  as  a  body  all  the  works  that  a  Meeting  for 
Sufferings  approves  of,  or  circulates,  as  standard  works  of  the  society? 

Answer.  If  they  are  approved  and  circulated  in  that  character,  as  the 
standard  works  of  the  society,  we  acknowledge  them  to  be  its  doctrines. 

Question.  What  part  or  parts  of  William  Pcnn's  works  have  the  in- 
dividuals spoken  of,  objected  to? 

Answer.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  sentiment  of  individuals,  the 
society  is  not  responsible  for  the  work  until  it  has  regularly  passed  its 
lanction  upon  it. 

Question.  Have  not  the  society  ever  given  their  sanction  to  the  works 
of  William  Penn? 

Answer.  I  have  never  understood  that  the  society  as  a  body  have  ap- 
fitoyed  the  works  of  William  Penn  collectively. 

Question.  Has  any  Meeting  of  Suflfcrings  done  so? 

Answer.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Question.  Was  William  Penn  in  his  day  ever  accused  of  unsoundness 
an  any  of  his  works? 

Witness.  By  whom  dost  thou  mean? 

Counsel.  By  the  society. 

Witness.  I  do  not  know  that  the  society  have  passed  a  judgment  upon 
William  Penn's  works  collectively  in  any  respect. 

Question.  Was  he  not  in  his  day  considered  an  eminent  minister  and 
faithful  defender  of  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  society? 

Answer.  I  believe  he  was  considered  a  valuable  and  useful  member  of 
the  society-^and  in  relation  to  his  doctrines,  I  have  several  times  an- 
swered the  question. 

Question.  Has  not  any  Meeting  for  Sufferings  ever  approved  and  pub- 
Jished  a  selection  of  the  works  of  William  Penn? 

Answer.  That  question  has  been  answered  before,  by  acknowledging 
that  some  parts  of  his  works  had  been  thus  published;  I  considered  that 
a  selection. 

Question.  Have  they  never  published  a  selection  containing  his  "  Sandy 
foundation  Shaken?" 

Answer.  Never,  that  I  know  of. 

Question.  Has  the  society  ever  considered  that  work  unsound,  in  re- 
spect to  the  doctrines  it  contains? 

Answer.  If  I  have  any  capacity  for  discernment,  I  think  I  have  already 
answered  this  question  by  saying  that  I  did  not  know  that  the  society 
bid  ever  passed  in  judgment  upon  his  works. 

Question.  Did  I  understand  the  witness  to  say,  that  the  society  had 
considered  the  subject  of  the  text,  that  "  there  are  three  who  bear  record 
inheaven,"  &C,  was  beyond  the  comprehension  of  poor  finite  man?  And 
^f  to,  why  has  Elias  Hicks  been  quarrelled  with  upon  that  subject? 

Answer.  For  explanation,  I  would  refer  you  to  the  declarations  of 
Jesus  Christ  concerning  himself,  together  with  those  of  his  apostles 
coaceming  him|  compare  the  same  with  the  public  declarations  of  Elias 
Hicks  on  the  same  point. 
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Quesdom  The  witness  has  said,  that  Eliaa  Hicks  embraced  views  that 
were  not  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  in  re- 
lation to  the  divine  character  of  our  Saviour.  What  has  the  society 
understood  by  the  divinity  of  Christ  P 

Answer.  We  understand  it  as  set  forth  by  the  inspired  prophets—by 
our  blessed  Lord  himself,  and  by  his  apostles. 

Question.  Has  the  society  believed  that  his  outward  material  body  was 
divine? 

Answer.  We  believe  the  scripture  testimony  concerning  him. 

Question.  Do  the  scriptures  state  that  the  outward  body  of  Christ  was 
divine? 

Answer.  I  have  not  said  so. 

Question.  Have  the  society  ever  so  held? 

Answer.  I  have  not  seen  such  a  declaration  in  any  of  our  writings. 

Question.  Have  the  society  believed  that  when  Christ  was  crucifiedy 
without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  he  actually  died? 

Answer.  I  refer  you  to  our  standard  work,  above  mentioned,  Barclay's 
Apology,  for  our  doctrine  on  that  point. 

Question.  Does  or  does  not  Barclay  state  that  the  body  of  Christ  ac- 
tually died? 

Answer.  I  consider  this  an  unnecessary  disquisition,  as  the  subject  is 
sojplain. 

Question.  When  the  witness  pronounces  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks 
unsound,  does  he  do  it  upon  all  the  points  wherein  he  has  declared  bis 
unsoundness,  by  a  comparison  with  Barclay's  works? 

Answer.  I  do  it  by  a  comparison  of  the  whole  sermons,  and  the  whole 
of  Barclay's  Apology^^ake  them  together. 

Question.  Have  you  any  knowledge  whether  or  not  Robert  Barclay 
has  expressed  any  opinion  upon  this  important  subject  of  the  death  of 
Christ? 

Answer.  Robert  Barclay  treats  largely  on  the  subject. 

Question.  Does  Barclay  express  a  sentiment,  whether  or  not  the  body 
of  Christ  actually  died? 

Answer.  It  does  appear  to  me  to  be  frivolous,  to  ask  questions  which 
are  so  plain. 

Counsel.  If  the  question  is  plain,  all  I  desire  is  a  plain  and  direct 
answer  to  it. 

Witness.  I  meant,  the  subject  of  the  death  and  sufferings  of  Christ  was 
so  plain,  and  so  generally  acknowledged,  that  I  could  not  apprehend 
the  question  to  be  in  sincerity,  but  intended  rather  to  weary  our  pa- 
tience. 

Counsel.  We  have  no  other  intention  than  to  do  our  duty— we  did  not 
invite  you  here— -and  if  you  go  upon  doctrines,  we  must  do  so  too.  I 
still  ask  for  an  answer  to  the  question,  whether  Barclay  or  the  society 
have  or  have  not  acknowledged  that  the  body  of  Christ  actually  died, 
without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem? 

Answer.  That  having  been  so  universally  acknowledged  and  under*  * 
stood  to  be  so,  was  the  reason  that  I  could  not  apprehend  the  question  | 
to  be  in  sincerity.  j 

Question.  When  you  say  univenaUy  understood,  do  you  mean  to  in- 
clude the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  Certainly  I  do.  1 
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Question.  Have  the  society  believed  that  the  divine  nature  of  Christ 
could  suffer  death? 

Answer.  I  would  propose  that  we  recur  to  Barclay,  and  read  his  ex- 
position! as  it  would  take  less  time  than  to  pursue  this  examination. 
The  society  of  Friends  have  never  held  that  belief. 

Question.  Has  the  society  made  a  distinction  between  the  outward 
body  of  Christ,  in  which  he  appeared  in  Judea,  and  the  tcord  which  was 
God? 

Answer.  The  Society  of  Friends  have  explained  their  belief  in  the 
irork  alluded  to,  **  Barclay's  Apology." 

Question.  Do  you  know  what  Barclay  holds  on  this  subject? 

Answer.  I  have  read  the  work  through,  and  made  myself,  in  general 
terms,  acquainted  with  it. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning,  at  9  o'clock,  at  the  same  place. 

Friday  morning,  June  llth,  1830,  at  9  o'clock,  examination  continued. 
Present  as  before. 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  From  all  the  sources  of  your  information,  as 
atmted  in  the  examination  in  chief,  what  has.  the  society  held  upon  the 
subject  of  the  question,  next  previous  to  the  last? 

Answer.  My  understanding  is,  that  they  do  distinguish^  but  not  divide^ 
between  the  divinity  and  humanity  of  Christ,  in  the  glorious  manifesta- 
tion in  the  flesh. 

Question.  From  the  same  sources  of  information,  when  the  apostle 
queried,  **  know  ye  not  that  Jesus  Christ  is  in  you,  except  ye  be  repro- 
bates/' have,  or  have  not,  the  society  understood  him  to  mean,  that  un* 
leas  the  body  that  was  bom  of  the  virgin  Mary,  was  in  them,  they  were 
^eprobates? 

Answer.  The  Society  of  Friends  have  never  been  so  carnal  in  their 
'^iews,  as  to  apprehend  that  the  apostle  then  meant,  the  outward  body  of 
our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ. 

Question.  The  phrase  **  propitiatory  offering,"  used  by  the  witness, 
Uot  being  a  scriptural  term,  we  wish  to  know  what  he  and  the  society 
Understood  by  it? 

Answer.  ^  If  any  man  sin,  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Father, 
Jesus  Christ  the  righteous,  and  he  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and 
^ot  for  our's  only,  but  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world." 

Question.  Is  the  witness  satisfied  that  that  is  a  direct  answer  to  the 
question? 

Answer.  It  was  so  intended. 

Question.  Did  primitive  Friends  ever  use  the  itrva^  propitiatory  offer* 
wig    and  if  so,  where? 

Answer.  The  particular  disquisition  of  terms,  has  not  appeared  to 
Uie  the  principal  business  we  are  now  engaged  in — but  the  doctrine 
^laded  to,  is  fairly  stated  in  the  standard  works  of  our  society,  and  par- 
ticularly in  the  one  often  referred  to,  "  Barclay's  Apology,"  where  it 

•sys,  •'that  we  firmly  believe,  that  the  remission  of  sins  which  any  par- 

tske  of,  is  only  in  and  by  virtue  of  that  most  satisfactory  sacrifice,  and 

lio  otherwise." 
Question.  Have  not  primitive  Friends  avoided  unscriptural  terms,  in 

^i^ting  on  this  subject? 
Answer.  I  believe  they  generally  endeavoured  to  give  their  views  there- 
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on,  nearly  or  quite  in  the  scripture  language,  or  if  not,  to  be  understood 
as  meaning  the  same  thing. 

Question.  Dicl  the  witness  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  deny,  that  Christ  is 
the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  or  that  he  is  the  only  means  of  atonement 
for  the  sins  of  mankind? 

Witness.  J  ask  for  an  explanation  of  what  is  here  meant,  by  the  term 
Christ?  in  order  that  I  may  discover  how  to  answer  the  question  cor- 
rectly. 

Counsel.  We  use  that  term,  as  the  apostle  did  in  this  text,  ^*  know 
ye  not,  that  Jeaua  Christ  is  in  you,  except  ye  be  reprobaten?" 

Witness.  I  wish  to  know  further,  whether  by  that  term,  you  really 
mean  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  appeared  at  Jerusalem,  '*  who  died 
for  our  sins,  and  rose  again  for  our  justification?" 

Counsel.  If  the  witness  is  not  satisfied  with  the  meaning  of  the  term, 
as  in  the  text  to  which  we  refer,  we  wish  him  to  give  his  answer  accord- 
ing to  bis  own  meaning,  or  meanings,  of  the  term. 

Witness.  Our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  testified,  ^  I  am  thie  resurrection  and 
the  life,  he  that  believeth  in  me,  though  he  were  dead,  yet  shall  he  live ; 
and  he  that  liveth  and  believeth  in  me  shall  never  die;"  accordingly,  in 
his  prayer  to  his  heavenly  Father  for  his  disciples,  that  they  might  be 
one,  even  as  thou,  Father,  and  I  are  one,  I  in  them,  and  thou  in  me;  in 
this  sense  I  understand  Jesus  Christ  to  have  come  the  second  time  with- 
out sin  unto  salvation,  and  is  in  all  his  true  disciples  and  followersi  as 
their  leader,  preserver,  and  feeder. 

Question.  Adopting  the  witnesses  own  explanation  of  the  term  Christ, 
did  he  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  deny  that  Christ  is  the  propitiation  for  our 
sins,  or  that  he  is  the  only  means  of  atonement  for  the  sins  of  mankind? 

Answer.  I  have  before  observed,  that  the  Society  of  Friends  do  not  di-  * 
vide  between  the  blessed  manifestation  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ  in  the  flesh,  and  his  divinity  in  connexion  therewith ;  and  as  be- 
fore stated,  the  offering  or  sacrifice  of  Jesus  Christ  on  the  cross,  has  been 
acknowledged  by  the  Society  of  Friends,  as  the  means  whereby  the  re- 
mission of  sins  can  only  be  obtained.  This  doctrine  I  understand  Elias 
Hicks  to  deny,  when  he  asserted  that  he  did  not  believe  it  to  be  an  offer- 
ing designed  by  the  Father,  but  that  circumstances  led  to  it,  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  had  many  other  martyrs  for  their  testimony  to  the  truth. 

Question.  I  again  refer  the  witness  to  the  question  which  is  put  in  the 
present  tense? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  ever  hearing  him  acknowledge  a  belief  in 
that  doctrine,  or  by  a  direct  reference  to  the  text,  express  a  positive 
denial  of  it. 

Question.  You  have  said,  that  Elias  Hicks  excited  doubts  of  the  truth 
of  Christ's  intercession  and  mediation^  as  our  advocate  with  the  Father* 
What  does  the  society  mean  by  Christ's  intercession  with  the  Father? 

Answer.  We  adopt  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  Christ  himself,  and  that  of 
his  apostles,  on  this  subject.  ^ 

Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  deny  that  doctrine,  as  ex*     « 
pressed  by  the  apostles?  ^ 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  any  positive  denial  of  it  in  immediate  con-      \ 
nexion  and  reference  to  the  language  of  the  apostles  as  recorded  in  the 
scriptures ;  but  I  think  it  is  stated  in  some  of  his  printed  sermons,  that 
he  exhorted  the  people,  **  to  gather  to  that  which  was  within  the  veil,     ^ 
that  they  might  have  immediate  access  to  God  without  any  mediator." 


151 

Question.  Do  you  know  of  Elias  Hicks'  sermons  ever  having  been 
approved  and  circulated  by  the  Yearly  Meetings  with  which  he  was 
connected,  by  a  general  approval  of  his  services,  in  the  manner  which 
you  have  testified,  as  the  only  means  by  which  a  book  can  be  authenti- 
cated and  made  authoritative  in  your  society? 

Answer.  I  know  scarcely  any  thing  of  their  proceedings ;  I  have  not 
been  informed  whether  they  have  adopted  as  a  body,  either  this  work, 
or  any  doctrines  at  all. 

Question.  Is  there  any  general  reputation  of  their  having  done  so  as 
a  body? 

Answer.   I  have  heard  no  general  reputation  whatever  on  the  subject. 
Question.  Has  nottheSociety  of  Friends  always  believed  in  iht  immediate 
revelations  of  the  spirit  of  God  to  the  human  soul,  in  every  age  of  the 
'World? 

Answer.  According  to  apostolic  doctrine,  they  believe  that  a  ^  mani- 
festation of  the  spirit  is  given  to  every  man,  to  profit  withal." 
Question.  Is  not  that  manifestation  immediate? 
Answer.  According  to  the  testimony  of  our  blessed  Lord,  who  told 
Isis  disciples  that  he  would  pray  the  Father,  and  he  would  give  them  an- 
other comforter,  even  the  spirit  of  truth,  which  should  guide  them  into 
all  tmtb,  and  bring  all  things  to  their  remembrance,  whatsoever  he  had  said 
^nto  tbem. 

Qaestion.  Has  not  the  society  always  believed  in  the  immediate  mani- 

tion  of  this  spirit  of  truth  upon  the  soul? 
Answer.  They  have  never  denied  that  the  patriarchs,  prophets,  and 
holy  men  of  old,  were  divinely  inspired  by  the  spirit  of  God;  and  that 
Ho  part  of  the  human  family  were  overlooked  or  neglected  in  the  dispen- 
sations of  an  all-wise  providence,  so  as  not  to  have  been  at  some  time  in 
the  capacity  of  salvation ;  but  it  was  prophesied  of  the  gospel  dispensa- 
tion, **  that  it  should  far  exceed  that  of  the  former.  And  it  shall  come  to 
pitss  in  the  last  days,  saith  the  Lord,  that  I  will  pour  forth  my  spirit  upon 
^ii  flesh,  and  upon  their  sons  and  daughters,  will  I  pour  forth  of  my 
spirit,  and  they  shall  prophesy." 

^  Qaestion.  Do  the  society  deny  that  there  has  been  an  immediate  di- 
'^ioe  revelation  to  the  soul  of  man,  from  the  apostles'  days  to  the  present 
Ume? 

Answer.  We  have  always  acknowledged  the  doctrine  above  recited, 
^hat  the  ^*  manifestation  of  the  spirit,  is  given  to  every  man  to  profit 
^ilbtl." 

Question.  Has  not  Robert  Barclay  written  a  thesis  on  the  immediate 
'^velation  of  God  to  the  soul  of  man  in  all  ages,  and  defended  this  pro- 
position? 

Answer.  The  doctrine  of  Barclay  on  this  subject,  I  consider  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  answer  to  a  foregoing  query,  ''  that  all  mankind  since  the 
Creation  have  been  in  a  capacity  for  salvation." 
Counsel.  I  again  refer  the  witness  to  the  question. 
Answer.  For  a  particular  exposition  thereof,  I  refer  to  the  "  Apolo- 
Ky"  itself;  it  may  be  too  long  for  me  to  repeat;  Barclay  acknowledges 
•   Jte  revelation  of  the  spirit  of  God,  to  the  saints,  in  the  different  ages, 
*^ttt  his  doctrine  does  not  reject  the  necessity  of  the  coming  of  the  Lord 
'csas  Christ  in  the  flesh,  for  the  redemption  and  salvation  of  man. 
Counsel.  I  again  refer  to  the  question. 
Witness.    We  freely  acknowledge  that  Barclay  has  written  such  a 


152 

thesis  and  proposition,  and  it  stands  here  in  his  work,  as  now  exhibited, 
and  I  refer  to  it  for  an  exposition  of  his  views  and  doctrines. 

Question.  From  your  sources  of  information  as  mentioned  in  your 
examination  in  chief,  do  the  Society  of  Friends  believe  that  Christ  is 
distinct  from  his  Father,  and  is  now  interceding  with  him  on  our  behalf? 

Answer.  The  Society  of  Friends,  avoiding  the  nice  disquisitions,  and 
changing  the  scripture  terms  for  schoolmen's,  receive  the  doctrine  on 
this  subject  as  contained  in  holy  writ. 

Question.  What  is  the  doctrine  on  this  subject  as  contained  in  holy 
writ,  according  to  the  views  of  the  society? 

Answer.  They  have  always  acknowledged  that  *^  there  are  three  that 
bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Ghost:"  for  a  more 
clear  exposition,  if  any  be  needed,  I  would  refer  to  their  standard  works. 

Question.  Have  you  ever  heard  the  approved  ministers  of  the  society 
touch  upon  this  subject  in  their  public  or  private  discourses? 

Answer.   I  have,  in  the  language  and  phrase  of  the  scriptures. 

Question.  Have  they,  have  you  ever  heard  them  explain  the  langaage 
of  the  text  in  reference  to  the  matter  contained  in  the  question? 

Answer.  They  have  generally  avoided  entering  into  nice  or  logical 
disquisitions  on  the  subject. 

Question.  Have  some  of  those  belonging  to  the  society  that  yon  call 
the  **  Society  of  Friends,"  entered  into  nice  distinctions  and  logical  dis- 
quisitions upon  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks,  including  that  in  question? 

Answer.  I  have  never  had  any  such  apprehension. 

Question.  What  are  the  objects  for  which,  according  to  the  doctrine 
of  your  society,  Christ  is  acting  as  our  advocate  with  the  Father? 

Answer.  We  having  made  divers  exhibits  of  our  doctrines,  I  refer  to 
them  for  a  more  full  explanation. 

Question.'  Do  you  decline  answering? 

Answer.  No;  I  think-  my  answer  is  sufficient;  if  otherwise,  I  stand 
ready  to  answer. 

Question.  Do  any  of  our  writers,  or  of  the  eminent  preachers  of  the 
society,  explain  those  objects? 

Answer.  We  consider  the  infinite  Jehovah  and  his  attributes  beyond 
the  comprehension  of  our  finite  capacities:— our  blessed  Lord  says,  *'I 
in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  me:" — how  much  more  safe  and  con- 
sistent for  us  finite  and  dependant  beings,  not  to  strive  to  comprehend 
the  nature  or  manner  of  the  existence  of  the  divine  Being  in  all  his  in- 
finitude and  perfections,  as  the  Father,  and  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
are  one;  so  the  manifestation  of  the  Father  to  us,  as  stated  by  Robert 
Barclay,  is  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  our  blessed  Lord,  **no 
man  knowcth  the  Father  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  revealeth 
him." 

Question.  The  witness  has  used  the  terms  **  Advocate  with  the  Fa- 
ther;" will  he  be  pleased  to  say,  whether  he  used  them  with  any  definite 
meaning  which  the  society  holds  on  the  subject? 

Answer.  I  did  not  undertake  to  define  on  this  subject  any  further  than 
is  defined  in  the  holy  scriptures,  and  acknowledged  by  our  society. 

Question.  What  are  these  terms  acknowledged  by  the  society  to  mean? 

Answer.  I  consider  it  more  proper  for  me  to  refer  to  the  exhibited 
doctrines  of  the  society,  than  to  enter  far  into  the  disquisition  of  the 
subject. 
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(Question.  ^  Hu  not  your  society  found  exceptions  to  Elias  Hicks  on 
ttti  very  point,  and  are  we  not  entitled  to  an  explanation  of  it? 

Answer.  I  believe  his  denial  of  the  doctrine,  as  stated  in  the  scripture, 
Ua  been  noticed  by  the  society. 

Question.  Has  Elias  Hicks  denied  the  doctrine  referred  to  by  the  terms 
''Advocate  with  the  Father,*'  as  laid  down  in  the  scriptures? 
^  Answer.  I  have  understood  some  of  his  doctrines  to  amount  to  a  re- 
jecdon  of  them. 

Quesdon.  How  can  they  amount  to  a  rejection  of  them  according  to 
the  views  of  the  society,  if  the  society  does^not  explain  them? 

Aniwer.  I  have  often  referred  to  our  standard  authors  for  an  explana« 
tioQ  u  far  as  the  society  has  given  it. 
Question.  Where  has  any  of  your  standard  authors  explained  it? 
Aniwer.  Read  Barclay's  Catechism  on  the  subject. 
Qaettion.  Does  Barclay  give  any  explanation  of  the  quotations  from 
scripture  which  he  makes  in  his  Catechism? 

Aikswer.    The  answers  to  the  questions  on  the  several  points  are  in 
Kriptare  terms. 
Quesdon.    Does  he  undertake  to  explain  those  answers? 
Aiswer.  Not  in  the  Catechism.    His  more  general  explanations  of  the 
doctriies  of  the  society,  are  to  be  found  in  his  Apology. 
Question.  Does  he  explain  these  terms  in  his  Apology? 
Auwer.   Perhaps  not  to  the  satisfaction  of  those  who  esteem  them- 
Khes  wise  in  their  generation,  and  are  not  bound  to  believe  any  thing 
tkj  cannot  comprehend. 
Question.  Does  he  explain  them  to  the  satisfaction  of  those  who  are 
[^  Botwise  in  their  generation,  and  are  willing  to  believe  what  they  cannot 
comprehend? 

Answer.  If  any  man  will  be  wise,  let  him  first  become  a  fool;  the  wis- 
dom of  this  world  is  foolishness  with  God,  for  the  natural  man  receiveth 
Botthe  things  of  the  spirit  of  God,  they  are  foolishness  unto  him;  neither 
csn  he  know  them,  because  they  are  spiritually  discerned.  When  we 
Bre  brought  into  this  state  of  mind,  as  is  represented  in  the  doctrine  of 
our  blessed  Lord  and  his  apostles,  we  are  willing  to  wait  in  child-like 
simplicity  for  the  illumination  of  the  divine  spirit  upon  the  understand- 
bg*,  as  being  the  principal  revelation  of  the  spirit  spoken  of  in  Robert 
Bsrday^s  Apology;  and  as  we  come  into  this  disposition  of  mind,  not 
^ring  to  be  wise  beyond  what  is  revealed  to  us,  by  the  illumination  of 
^  spirit  of  truth--*to  these,  I  believe  the  explanation  given  in  Barclay's 
Apology,  is  all  they  would  ask  for  or  desire. 

Question.  Do  you  acknowledge  the  revelations  of  the  spirit  to  which 
you  have  just  referred,  to  be  immediate  upon  the  soul? 
Witness.  I  desire  to  be  informed  what  is  meant  by  immediate? 
CounseL  Not  through  any  medium. 

Witness.  I  suppose  then,  to  the  rejection  of  the  doctrine  stated  by 
*^obert  Barclay,  that  no  man  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son,  and  he  to 
^hom  the  Son  revealeth  him; — am  I  so  to  understand  it,  in  rejection  of  the 
*«itimony  of  Jesus  Christ,  that  *'no  man  cometh  to  the  Father  but  by 
*^e?"     I  want  a  direct  answer  to  this  question. 

Counsel.  We  reject  no  doctrines  of  our  Saviour;  we  only  asked  what 
^h«  witness  meant  by  his  own  expressions? 

Witness.  I  shall  appeal  to  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  Christ  as  the  test,  as 
^  kftTe  above  quoted  it 
Vol.  I— 30 
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Coansel.  We  sabmlt  to  the  same  test. 

Question.  Has  Barclay  explained  the  expressions,  before  referred  to, 
at  all,  to  the  satisfaction  of  either  the  wise,  or  the  unwise,  in  his  Apolo- 
gy, OP  elsewhere? 

Answer.  I  cannot  answer  for  all  the  wise,  or  all  the  unwise^  but  am 
therewith  satisfied  myself. 

Question.  Has  he  explained  them  at  all? 

Answer.  If  thou  wishest  me  to  do  so,  I  can  read  the  book,  as  we 
have  it  here — and  I  again  refer  to  it,  and  to  other  works  here  exhibited, 
for  answer. 

Adjourned  till  3  o'clock. 

3  o'clock,  P.  M.  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  Have  the  Society  of  Friends  ever  held  that 
the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  mentioned  in  the  text,  before  referred 
to,  have  individual  and  distinct  consciousness,  or  any  distinct  manner 
of  acting  or  thinking? 

Answer.  We  reject  such  anti-scriptural  terms  and  phrases,  and  of 
course  the  doctrine,  if  I  understand  any  thing  what  it  means. 

Question.  I  ask  for  an  answer  to  the  question.  Does  the  witness  un« 
dcrstand  what  it  means? 

Answer.  No — and  therefore  I  wish  thee  to  inform  me  what  thou 
meanest.  ' 

Counsel.  L  mean  by  consciousness,  a  distinct  and  individual  power 
of  perception  and  action. 

Answer.  They  hold  no  such  doctrine. 

Question.  How  then  can  one  of  them  be'  an  intercessor  with  another? 

Answer.  Wc  believe  in  the  scripture  doctrine,  that  our  '*  Lord  and 
Saviour,  Jesus  Christ,  who  died  for  our  sins,  rose  again  for  our  justifi- 
cation, ascended  into  heaven,  and  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of  the  Fatherp 
and  ever  liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us."  This  doctrine  is  received 
by  the  society,  as  found  recorded  in  the  holy  scriptures,  but  the  society 
have  not  undertaken  to  define  and  point  out  any  such  logical  distinctions, 
but  receive  and  believe  in  the  doctrine,  as  wc  fmd  it  recorded. 

Question.  If  your  society  reject  the  doctrine  of  individual  conscious- 
ness in  the  three,  how  is  it  that  you  accuse  Elias  Hicks  of  unsoundness 
upon  that  subject? 

Answer.  As  the  apostle  tells  us,  that  he  is  our  mediator  and  redeem- 
er, we  mean  that  Lord  Jesus  Christ  who  died  for  the  sins  of  the  whole 
world,  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  who  arose  again  from  the  dead, 
who  ascended  into  heaven,  and  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of  God,  to  make 
intercession  for  us.     This  doctrine  Elias  Hicks  denies. 

Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  ever  deny  the  doctrine  of  the  apostle,  that 
Christ  was  our  mediator  and  redeemer,  according  to  those  scripture 
terms,  and  as  they  were  used  by  our  primitive  Friends? 

Answer.  We  understand  him  plainly  to  deny  it— but  we  do  not  know 
what  you  mean  by  the  term  Christ,  as  often  repeated  in  these  queries— 
and  would  wish  to  understand,  what  is  and  has  been  thereby  meant,  in 
order  to  be  prepared,  distinctly  to  answer. 

Counsel.  We  arc  not  here  upon  our  examination.  Wc  are  asking  the 
witness  to  prove  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  by  which  he 
has  undertaken  to  test  the  soundness  of  Elias  Hicks'  doctrines.  We 
have  once  explained,  and  once  for  all,  what  we  understand  by  the  term 
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I  refer  for  this  explanation  to  that  sentence,  heretofore  quoted 
by  me,  that,  **  know  yc  not  that  Christ  is  in  you,  except  you  be  repro- 
bates?" But  further,  if  it  will  be  any  relief  to  the  witness,  and  enable 
Um  more  readily  to  answer  our  questions,  we  now  inform  him  what 
vemean  by  the  term  Christ— that  is  the  tvord  that  was  in  the  beginning 
with  God,  and  was  God,  the  true  light,  that  lighteneth  every  man  that 
l^cometh  into  the  world,  and  who  was  manifested  in  that  body,  born  of 
the  virgin  Mary. 

Witness.  If  I  understand  this  definition,  it  is  to  distinguish  between 
Jitiut  and  Christy  between  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  born  of  the 
virgin  Mary,  suffered  under  Pontius  Pilate,  died,  and  rose  again,  ascend- 
ed into  heaven,  and  ever  liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us.  I  under- 
stand it  to  be  a  distinction  between  this  Lord  Jesus,  and  Christ,  or  what 
is  meant  by  the  term  Christ  in  the  question:  I  then  desire  to  know 
whether  I  am  correct  in  this  view  of  it? 

Counsel.  Protesting  against  this  course  as  altogether  irregular,  I 
indilge  the  witness  once  more,  in  stating  what  we  understand  by  the 
wofd  Christ.  We  mean  to  make  a  distinction,  according  to  the  apostle, 
between  Christ  and  the  outward  material  hody^  or,  as  it  is  termed  in 
Kripture,  **  the  body  which  was  prepared  for  him." 

Question.  When  and  where  did  Elias  Hicks  make  such  denial,  as 
above  spoken  of  by  the  witness? 

Answer.  We  do  really  believe  in  that  Jesus  Christ  who  was  born  of  the 
virgin  Mary,  as  the  Saviour.  I  understand  Elias  Hicks  to  say,  ^*  doths 
ff^usors  of  Christianity  think  that  that  Jesus^  who  was  bom  of  the  virgin 
•ttry,  is  the  only  Saviour?  He  can  do  nothing  for  any  of  us."  I  think,  I 
bive  read  this  in  his  printed  discourses;  the  date  I  do  not  remember. 

Question.  Do  the  Society  of  Friends  now  believe,  or  have  they  ever 
bdieved,  that  the  outward  body  that  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary,  is 
>ow  our  mediator  and  redeemer? 

Answer.  As  the  distinction  now  appears  clearly  drawn  between  Jesus 
tnd  the  Christ,  and  we  having  ever  owned  but  one,  we  have  never  divid- 
ed the  true  Christ,  nor  held  up  any  such  doctrine. 

Question.  Will  the  witness  please  to  give  a  direct  answer  to  the  ques- 
l«m? 

Answer.  They  have  never  held  up  any  such  doctrine. 

Question.  What  Christ  does  your  society  understand  the  apostle  to 
*ilude  to,  when  he  says,  "  Christ  in  you,  the  hope  of  glory?" 

Answer.  That  same  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  promised  his  disciples 
^it  he  would  come  again  unto  them,  and  when  he  commissioned  them 
^  go  teach  all  nations,  added  the  gracious  promise,  *'  lo,  I  am  with  you 
always,  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world." 

Question.  Did  the  Society  of  Friends  ever  teach  that  he  promised  to 
^  with  them  always  in  that  body,  bom  of  the  virgin  Mary,  until  the  end 
of  the  world? 

Answer.  We  do  not  so  far  depart  from  his  own  testimony. 

Question.  Did  the  society  ever  teach  that  Christ  should  be  with  them, 
■•ithout  his  body? 

Answer.  We  do  not,  in  that  way,  depart  from  the  scripture  language. 
.  Question.  Did  you  not  say,  that  the  Society  of  Friends  made  no  dis- 
^ction  between  the  body  of  Christ,  and  the  Christ? 

Answer.  Refer  back  and  see  what  is  written;  1  think  I  have  not  used 
■H^  words. 
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Question.  Have  the  Society  of  Friends  never  made  any  distinction  be- 
tween the  body  of  Christy  and  Christ? 

Answer.  We,  the  Society  of  Friends,  believe  that  Jesus  is  the  Christy 
according  to  the  scriptures. 

Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  ever  deny  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ? 

Answer.  As  I  said  before,  we  understand  him  plainly  to  have  denied 
it. 

Question.  Do  you  mean  to  say,  that  Elias  Hicks  denied  it  as  it  is  ii 
the  scriptures,  or  that  he  has  denied  it  according  to  your  understandisf 
of  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  That  he  has  denied  it,  as  it  is  recorded  in  the  scriptures. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  him  so  deny  it? 

Answer.  I  have,  many  times. 

Question.  State  his  expressions? 

Answer.  I  mean,  his  general  doctrine. 

Question.  I  ask  the  witness  for  the  precise  expressions? 

Answer.  I  myself  consider,  that  a  rejection  of  all  doctrine  or  wridn|^ 
written  eighteen  hundred  years  ago,  amounts  to  a  denial  of  this  doctrine^ 
together  with  all  other  christian  doctrines,  recorded  in  the  New  Teste- 
ment.  I  have  heard  him  declare  in  a  public  meeting,  nearly  or  quite  ii 
the  following  words;  ^  how  absurd  it  is  to  suppose  that  we  must  look  to 
men  or  !)ooks  for  instruction,  or  that  we  should  look  back  to  any  wri« 
tings,  written  eighteen  hundred  years  ago,  in  order  to  be  instructed  is 
the  way  of  life  and  salvation."  **  It  was  no  more  intended  that  those  of 
that  day,  such  as  Peter  and  Paul,  should  be  instructers  to  us  now*  tlm 
that  some  of  us  should  now  be  raised  up  to  be  instructers  for  those  wlw 
may  live  one  thousand  years  after  us."  This  I  consider  a  rejection  of 
the  whole. 

Question.  Do  you  consider  those  expressions  as  a  rejection  of  all  the 
truths  recorded  in  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  So  far  at  least,  that  we  cannot  appeal  to  scripture  for  proof    • 
of  any  doctrine,  nor  look  to  men  or  books,  or  any  writingfl,  writtea 
eighteen  hundred  years  ago. 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  always  profess  and  declare,  that  tko 
scriptures  are  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  andi*" 
struction  in  righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  thoroughly 
furnished  unto  good  works? 

Answer.  Noi— <He  says  the  scriptures  have  done"  fourfold  more  hart^ 
than  good." 

Question.  Was  it  to  the  scriptures  themselves,  or  the  wrong  applic*" 
tion  of  them,  by  men  who  were  carnally  minded,  that  Elias  Hicks  att^^ 
buted  the  harm  of  them? 

Answer.  As  it  stands  in  his  own  hand  writing,  in  the  letters  exhiblt^^ 
I  would  propose  to  let  him  be  his  own  expositor,  by  a  recurrence  ^ 
them. 

Question.  Has  he  not  explained  himself  in  his  public  testimonies 
this  subject,  by  saying  that  he  attributed  the  harm  of  them  to  the  wroi 
application  of  them? 

Answer.  I  have  not  an  evidence  of  that,  but  whatever  he  may  ha 
done  at  sometimes,  he  lays  waste  at  others;  seeingthat  if  they  are  pr*^ 
^Uble  for  doctrine,  reproof,  &c.  in  order  that  the  man  of  God  may  ^ 
perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto  every  good  work,  it  must  be  to  th» 
who  are  thoroughly  disposed  to  make  a  right  use  of  them ;  but  EIL 
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Hicks  denies  this  doctrine,  saying,  that  '*  whenever  we  onee  come  to  be- 
lieve in  the  light  or  spirit  of  truth,  then  instrumental  helps  have  done 
all  they  can  do  for  us;  their  usefulness  is  very  soon  at  an  end  with  the 
tnie  christian." 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  diligently  search  the  scriptures,  and 
abundantly  confirm  his  doctrines  by  quotations  from  them,  both  in  his 
public  testimonies,  and  in  his  private  conversations? 

Answer.  How  far  he  diligently  perused  them,  I  am  unable  to  deter- 
mine; but  I  well  remember  that  he  informed  us  in  one  of  our  meetings, 
when  answering  the  query  relative  to  reading  the  scriptures,  that  "  he 
very  seldom  read  them,  except  at  sometimes  to  look  for  a  particular  pas- 
sage." 

Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  declare  in  one  of  his  printed  sermons, 
that  *'  he  had  loved  the  scriptures  from  his  youth  ;  and  had  always  esteem- 
ed them  as  the  best  of  books?" 

Answer.  Perhaps  he  might  so  declare,  and  at  another  time  declare, 
that  **  when  we  once  come  to  believe  in  the  light,  we  need  them  no  more;" 
that  they  are  inconsistent,  and  contradictory  to  themselves,  and  that 
"there  is  not  an  agreement  in  them,  in  any  general  way." 

Question.  Have  not  the  society  believed,  that  in  the  translation  of  the 
scriptures  generally  received,  there  arc  divers  passages,  that  are  corrupt- 
ed and  perverted? 

Answer.  We  have  never  issued  any  such  declaration  as  in  the  gene- 
ral, at  least  so  far  as  to  effect  their  general  standard  as  the  only  outward 
rale  and  test  for  the  proof  of  doctrines. 

Question.  How  does  your  society  distinguish  between  genuine  scrip- 
ture and  its  corruptions  and  perversions? 

Answer.  We  receive  them  as  they  stand  in  the  present  translation,  as 
a  whole;  and  believe  that  whatsoever  doctrine  is  contrary  to  their  testi- 
nony,  may,  therefore,  justly  be  rejected  as  false. 

Question.  Does  not  Robert  Barclay  declare,  that  it  is  necessary  to 
seek  the  certainty  of  the  scriptures  from  the  spirit,  and  no  where  else? 

Answer.  Robert  Barclay  declares  that  the  scriptures  have  proceeded 
from  the  revelations  of  the  spirit  of  God,  and  therefore,  that  the  reve- 
lation of  the  spirit  in  former  ages,  doth  not  contradict  the  revelations 
of  the  same  spirit  in  the  present  day. 

Question.  Does  the  society  believe  that  the  scriptures  can  be  under- 
itood  in  the  sense  of  their  writers,  without  divine  revelation? 

Answer.     We  have  never  held  any  such  doctrine. 

Question.  Does  not  Robert  Barclay  say,  that  '*thc  principal  rule  of 
christians  under  the  gospel  is  not  an  outward  letter,  nor  law  outwardly 
written  and  delivered,  but  an  inward,  spiritual  law,  engraven  in  the 
keart?" 

Answer.  As  he  admits  the  spirit  of  truth  as  the  primary  and  adequate 
rale,  so  the  scriptures  having  proceeded  from  the  operations  of  this  same 
^>irit,  are  therefore  received,  and  believed  in. 

Question.  Has  not  the  society  always  believed,  that  the  scriptures 
were  not  a  primary  rule  of  faith,  but  secondary  to  the  holy  spirit,  by 
which  only  they  could  be  understood? 

Answer.  We  have  always  admitted  that  the  scriptures  are  secondary, 
■d  subordinate  to  the  spirit,  and  agreeing  therewith. 

Question.  ^Have  not  the  society  always  enforced  with  a  peculiar  en^ha- 
«i^  the  text,  that  itisthe  letter  thai  kiUeth,  and  the  spirit  that  maketh  alive? 
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Answer.  They  use  no  more  emphasis  with  this  text,  than  for  other 
doctrines  or  texts  of  the  New  Testament. 

Question.  Have  they  not  been  in  the  habit  of  placing  more  import- 
ance on  it,  as  illustrating  or  as  confirming  their  distinguishing  principle^ 
than  other  sects? 

Answer.  It  has  ever  been  a  fundamental  principle  with  us— -that  the 
spirit  is  the  primary  and  adequate  rule — as  I  have  said  before. 

Question.  Does  not  Barclay  say,  that  'Uhe  letter  of  the  scripture  ii 
outward,  of  itself  a  dead  thing.'* 

Answer.  I  believe  he  admits  that  sentiment,  alluding  to  the  scriptaru 
as  a  book  composed  of  ink  and  paper. 

Question.  Is  it  only  in  that  sense  that  he  so  uses  the  expression}  K- 
cording  to  the  belief  of  your  society? 

Answer.  I  do  not  understand  how  otherwise  to  interpret  the  word 
outward — it  is  outward  as  matter. 

Question.  Do  the  society,  when  they  speak  of  the  distinction  between 
the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  scriptures,  mean  to  be  understood  u 
taking  a  distinction  between  the  paper  and  the  ink,  and  the  reyeladoBS 
recorded  in  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  The  revelations  recorded  in  the  scriptures  being  convej^ed 
to  us  with  ink  and  paper,  it  is  in  that  sense  outward,  as  I  intended  bf 
the  expression.  The  scriptures,  as  composed  of  ink  and  paperi  are  is 
that  sense  outward. 

Question.  Is  that  the  sense  of  Barclay,  when  he  uses  the  expreuioB 
contained  in  the  question,  and  is  that  the  sense  of  your  society,  when 
you  adopt  his  works? 

Answer.  I  do  not  understand  it  otherwise. 

Question.  Have  not  the  society  always  believed,  that  the  scriptnrei 
are  not  a  test  of  the  revelations  of  the  Holy  Spirit, but  that  the  Holy  Spirit 
is  the  test  of  the  truth  of  the  scriptures? 

Answer.  Barclay  admits  to  the  spirit  the  first  place,  and  then  freelf 
concedes  to  the  scriptures  the  second  place;  saying,  *' there  is  in  them 
a  sufficient  clear  testimony  left  to  all  the  essentials  of  the  christian  faith; 
the  society  do  therefore  look  upon  them  as  the  only  fit  outward  judgeof 
controversies  among  christians;  and  that  whatsoever  doctrine  is  contnrf 
unto  their  testimony,  may  therefore  be  justly  rejected  as  false;  and  for  our 
parts  we  arc  very  willing  that  all  our  doctrines  and  practices  be  tried 
by  them,  which  we  never  refused,  nor  ever  shall.     In  all  controversiti 
with  our  adversaries,  as  the  judge  and  test,  we  shall  also  be  very  willioS 
to  admit  it  as  a  positive  certain  maxim,  that  whatsoever  any  do,  pf* 
tending  to  the  spirit,which  is  contrary  to  the  scriptures,  be  accounted  dX^ 
reckoned,  a  delusion  of  the  devif.** 

Question.  Does  the  society  understand,  that  their  doctrines  can  ^ 
tested  by  the  scriptures,  without  the  revelation  of  the  spirit  in  those  wl^ 
undertake  to  try  their  doctrines? 

Answer.  I  don't  know  that  the  society  has  ever  said  so. 

Question.  Has  not  Barclay  said  that  there  are  in  '^  the  present  tra^ 
lation  of  the  scriptures,  divers  passages  that  are  corrupted  and  p^ 
verted?" 

Answer.  He  admits  that  there  may  have  been  some  errors  in  t-^ 
translations  and  transcripts,  yet  he  says  they  are  commonly  ackno"^ 
ledged  by  all  to  have  been  written  by  the  dictates  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  a*** 
that  the  errors  which  may  be  supposed  by  the  injury  of  time  to  ha-^ 
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dipped  in,  are  not  such  but  that  there  is  a  sufficient  clear  testimony  left 
to  all  the  essentials  of  the  christian  faith." 

Question.  Has  not  Barclay  used  the  expression  contained  in  the 
question,  when  speakings  of  the  common  translation  of  the  scriptures, 
that  there  are  divers  passages  that  are  corrupted  and  pervertedP 

Answer.  He  may  have  used  those  very  expressions,  but  not  finding 
^,them  in  the  work  at  the  present  moment,  I  gave  the  result  of  his  con- 
'xlusions  therefrom,  in  the  foregoing  answer. 

Question.    Where  those  errors  exist  in  the  translations  and   tran- 
scripts, do  they  afford  any  test  as  to  the  soundness  of  doctrine? 
Answer.  The  society  has  never  held  any  such  idea. 
Question.  How  are  we  then  to  distinguish  between  those  parts  and 
the  others? 

Answer.  We  do  not  divide  and  dissect  the  scriptures  in  the  way 
proposed,  but  receive  them  as  a  whole,  as  stated  by  Barclay,  as  a  suffi- 
cient clear  testimony  to  all  the  essentials  of  the  christian  faith. 

Question.  Do  they  receive  the  erroneous  parts  as  equally  authoritative, 
'  with  those  that  are  correct? 

Answer.   We  make  no  such  pretension. 

Question.  If  you  take  them  as  a  whole,  do  you  not  receive  the  errors 
with  the  truth? 

Answer.  So  far  as  stated  by  Barclay,  that  whatsoever  doctrine  or 
practice  is  contrary  to  their  testimony  may  be  rejected. 

Question.  If  a  doctrine  be  according  to  an  error  in  the  translation, 
ud  the  spirit  dictates  it  not  to  be  a  truth,  by  which  do  you  abide? 

Answer.  We  have  not  found  any  such  instance  amongst  us,  not  that 
I  have  had  any  knowledge  of. 

Question.  Does  not  Barclay  himself  record  a  very  remarkable  instance 
of  that  kind,  of-  an   illiterate  man,  who,   having  a  text  of  scripture 
brought  to  him,  declared  that  the  spirit  of  God  never  dictated  it,  and 
which,  on  being  examined  by  him,  was  found  to  be  a  corrupt  transla- 
tion? 
Answer.  It  may  be  found  in  his  work — but  I  know  not  on  what  page. 
Question.  Does  not  Barclay  say,  ^'  that  we  must  bring  the  writings 
of  all  men  to  the  spirit,  and  if  they  agree  herewith,  we  retain  themj  but 
if  not,  we  reject  them?" 
Answer.  There  may  be  such  a  passage  in  his  work. 
Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  Elias  Hicks  deny,  or  question  in  any 
way,  that  the  authors  of  the  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments 
were  divinely  inspired? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  to  have  heard  him  deny  it,  in  those  posi- 
tife  terms— but  I  have  heard  him  say  in  a  public  meeting,  the  place  I 
can  give,  but  not  the  exact  day, "  that  the  New  Testament  was  written  by 
poor  weak  men,  like  ourselves,  who  wrote  from  their  memory,  and  that 
*M  the  reason  that  there  were  so  many  contradictions  in  them." 
Question.  In  what  place? 
Answer.  In  the  meeting  house  at  Jericho. 
Question.  About  what  time? 

Answer.  I  suppose  it  to  have  been  about  the  year  1823. 
Question.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  uniformly  profess  his  belief  in  divine 
Kvelation,  as  manifested  in  the  inspired  penraen,  and  in  the  faithful  of 
d  lucceeding  ages? 
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Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  that  I  have  ever  heard  him  deny  it,  other- 
wise than  that  these  revelations  must  be  subject  to  our  reason,  or  to 
reason. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  hear  Elias  use  such  an  expression? 

Answer.  At  Jericho,  in  Ninth-month,  1823,  in  the  public  meetings, 
he  said,  all  revelations,  whether  immediate  or  instrumental,  must  becon«. 
sistent  with  reason,  or  they  are  not  to  be  believed.  y 

Question.  Did  you  make  a  note  of  these  expressions  at  the  time?         • 

Answer.  I  did^and  have  had  it  by  me  ever  since* 

Question.  Was  you  in  the  habit  of  noting  down  those  expressions  of 
Elias,  which  you  considered  unsound? 

Answer.  I  sometimes  made  notes  of  remarkable  expressions. 

Question.  What  expressions  struck  you  as  most  remarkable,  those 
that  you  considered  unsound,  or  those  that  you  considered  sound? 

Answer.  When  remarkably  unsound,  they  must  consequently  strike 
me  as  the  most  remarkable. 

Question.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  taking  down  the  context  of  those 
remarkable  expressions,  so  as  to  give  the  full  expression,  and  meaningt 
and  general  bearing  of  Elias's  discourses? 

Answer.  I  have  endeavoured  to  do  so,  as  far  as  in  connexion  with  the 
sentiment  expressed. 

Question.  What  did  Elias  say,  preceding  and  subsequent  to  the  qao- 
tation  last  made  by  you,  according  to  your  notes? 

Answer.  His  text  was,  ^*  reason  ought  to  rule  the  wise  man  and  the 
fool" — from  this  he  drew  the  general  deductions—- from  this  text  was 
urged  the  necessity  of  all  things  being  consistent  with  our  reason,  or 
they  are  not  to  be  believed — saying,  that  the  Lord  had  appointed  two 
witnesses,  to  evidence  the  truth  to  us;  and  what  arc  these?  reaaon  and 
revelation;  therefore,  all  revelations,  whether  immediate  or  instrumental, 
must  be  consistent  with  reason,  or  they  are  not  to  be  believed,  for  the 
Almighty  cannot  require  an  irrational  thing  of  his  creatures— ^t  is  im* 
possible — thence  urging  our  believing  nothing  but  what  is  rational^  he 
asserted,  there  is  no  mystery  in  religion,  it  is  all  plain  and  easy.     We 
are  not  required  to  believe  any  requisitions  that  is  not  rational;— thus 
far  is  from  my  notes.     I  have  now  given  the  context. 

Question.  Did  you  in  your  notes  undertake  to  set  down  the  precise 
words  of  Elias,  or  what  you  conceived  to  be  the  substance  of  the  matter     « 
he  uttered?  i 

Answer.  The  precise  words,  except  the  few,  connecting  the  sentei-     ! 
ces. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  take  down  so  much  of  his  discourae*  u  to 
give  the  chain  of  reasoning  and  full  illustration  of  the  subject,  as  it  hid 
been  delivered  by  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  I  think  I  have  done  it,  in  the  present  instance. 

Question.  Was  this  the  manner  in  which  you  generally  did  it? 

Answer.  Whenever  I  have  made  any  notes,  I  have  always  endeavoured 
to  do  it  fairly. 

Question.   Do  you  think  you  have  answered  the  question  ?  \ 

Answer.  It  was  intended  as  a  fair  answer,  and  I  meant  it  so.  | 

Question.  Have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  taking  down  his  discourses 
in  other  cases  more  fully,  than  in  the  instance  in  which  you  have  hid 
your  notes  copied? 
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Answer.  I  have  not  so  frequently  taken  notes^  as  to  consider  myself 
to  have  been  in  the  habit  of  it. 

Question.  Did  you  ever  take  notes  upon  any  other  occasion? 

Answer.  I  have  done  it  a  few  times. 

Question.  Did  you,  in  those  times,  take  down  the  discourse  more  fully, 
than  in  the  one  alluded  to? 

Answer.  I  have  one  now  with  me,  more  full  and  general,  and  can  pro- 
duce it,  if  required. 

Counsel.  Please  to  produce  it,  and  have  it  copied. 

Witness.  It  is  to  be  understood  that  this  is  a  more  general  outline^- 
and  that  when  I  come  to  his  particular  words,  his  own  precise  words, 
they  have  the  quotation  mark,  and  I  will  give  it,  that  the  master  may 
also  give  them  the  same  mark. 

The  witness  reads  from  his  manuscript,  as  foUowi:  in  a  public 
Quarterly  Meeting,  at  Westbury,  the  29th  of  Seventh-month,  1825,  the 
principal  drift  and  argument  of  a  communication,  appeared  ta  be,  to 
show  the  people  that  they  must  attend  to  the  manifestation  of  the  spirit 
in  themselves,  in  the  same  manner  that  *'  Jesus  Christ  attended  to  the 
divine  gift  in  himself,  dispensed  to  him  for  the  very  purpose  that  it  is 
to  every  other  man;"  that  *^  he  stood  on  the  same  ground,  and  no  higher 
than  other  men;"  that  *^  the  prophets  and  apostles  give  evidence  of  this," 
quotingf  or  partly  quoting,  divers  scriptures  to  prove  it;  and  that  ^' Jesus 
liimself  confirmed  the  same" — seeing  "  he  so  frequently  called  himself 
the  ton  of  man,  which  he  well  knew  he  was,  because  born  of  a  woman; 
hot  not  begotten  of  God  in  any  other  way  than  every  true  christian  is"— 
"flesh  must  unite  with  flesh,  to  bring  forth  a  being-^but  flesh  and  spirit 
cannot  unite:  God  can  create,  but  he  cannot  beget;  the  Son  must  be  of 
the  same  nature  with  the  Father;  as  God  is  a  spirit,  nothing  can  be  a 
ton  of  God  but  that  which  is  begotten  of  him,  and  that  must  be  spiritual." 
It  was  also  asserted  that  **  Jesus  assumed  nothing  more  to  himself  than 
other  prophets  did"^-that  *'he  was  very  careful  not  to  do  it,  save  in  a 
few  instances  calling  himself  the  Son  of  God,  which  was  the  highest  title 
he  ever  claimed— and  this  every  true  christian  is,  even  as  he  was" — that 
*'u  he  steadily  kept  in  view  his  entire  dependant  state,  he  did  not  call 
people  to  himself,  but  directed  them  to  the  spirit  of  truth,  and  to  nothing 
else,  and  this  is  all  we  want;  for  when  we  once  come  to  believe  in  this, 
then  instrumental  helps  have  done  all  they  can  do  for  us,  their  usefulness 
11  very  soon  at  an  end  with  the  true  christian,  he  is  brought  to  the  foun- 
dation, he  needs  them  no  more"— *^  although  we  value  the  scriptures, 
vhich  are  written  and  bound  up  in  the  book  we  call  the  Bible,  as  well 
u  other  scriptures  written  by  other  wise  and  good  men,  but  the  scrip- 
tares  do  not  properly  belong  to  any  but  those  to  whom  they  were  written: 
they  are  so  far  from  being  any  rule  to  the  true  christian,  that  they  are 
inconsistent  and  contradictory  to  themselves,  and  there  is  not  an  agree- 
ment in  them  in  any  general  way." 

The  witness  proceeds*— -After  Elias  Hicks  had  made  these  declarations, 
our  esteemed  friend,  Gideon  Seaman,  having  repeatedly  extended  private 
labour  and  admonition  to  him,  but  without  the  desired  effect,  at  this 
time  found  it  his  duty,  publicly  to  inform  the  people  that  the  definition 
given  with  respect  to  Jesus  Christ  our  Saviour,  with  respect  to  his  con- 
ception and  constitution,  was  diflerent  from  what  he  had  ever  understood 
the  sense  and  judgment,  and  the  doctrine  of  our  society;  which  had  been 
a  trouble  to  his  mind. 
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Question.  How  long  a  time  usually  intervened  between  hearing  the 
discourse  and  your  making  the  notes? 

Answer.  Usually  the  same  day. 

Question.  Were  they  taken  down  after  your  return  home? 

Answer.  After  returning  home  from  the  meeting. 

Question.  And  of  .course  taken  down  from  memory? 

Answer.  Yes,  so  far  as  that.  .j 

Question.  Do  you  undertake  to  say  that  you  have  given  the  preciM 
words  of  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  Yes,  where  it  is  marked  with  the  quotation,  I  do. 

Question.  Were  they  taken  down  from  your  own  recollectioni  withoat 
any  aid  from  others? 

Answer.  Yes,  they  were.  In  one  instance,  by  the  recollection  of  u- 
other,  a  few  words  were  interlined,  which  I  well  remembered  myself) 
when  mentioned. 

Question.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  showing  those  notes  to  othen? 

Answer.  No,  not  in  the  habit  of  it,  but  have  done  it  a  few  timcii 
I  have  said,  in  one  instance  a  few  words  were  interlined,  by  the  recol^ 
lection  of  another,  which  I  well  remembered  when  mentioned;  the  fev 
words  thus  interlined  were,  '*God  can  create,  but  he  cannot  beget;"  ind 
they  were  mentioned  to  me  by  the  Friend  I  have  named,  Gideon  SeamiBf  | 
and  distinctly  remembered  by  me  when  thus  mentioned.  i 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock  at  the  same  place. 

Saturday  morning,  June  1 2th,  18S0.  At  ten  o'clock  examination  con- 
tinued in  the  presence  of  the  parties  and  counsel  aforesaid. 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  At  the  time  referred  to  by  you,  did  not  Gideoa 
Seaman  express  publicly  in  that  meeting,  his  approbation  of  the  gcneril 
tenor  of  Elias  Hicks'  communication? 

Answer.  No,  not  to  the  general  tenor.  We  well  know  that  Elias  Hicki 
many  ti\)[ics  expressed  sound  and  consistent  sentiments,  in  the  conneof 
a  communication,  other  parts  of  which  were  exceptionable  and  unaonad. 
We  have  then  no  controversy  with  those  sentiments  of  his,  or  any  othen 
in  the  abstract,  which  are  sound  and  consistent,  but  readily  admit  them 
as  such.  So  likewise  did  Gideon  Seaman  in  that  meeting  say,  thatve 
had  heard  many  good  things  expressed,  which  he  hoped  might  be  dalj 
attended  to,  and  which  was  followed  by  the  communication  already  r^ 
cited. 

Question.  Was  not  Gideon  Seaman  considered  out  of  order,  in  makM 
this  public  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks,  and  was  he  not  taken  under  detl" 
ing  for  it  by  his  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  He  having  repeatedly  and  again  from  year  to  year  extend^ 
private  labour  and  admonition  to  Elias  Hicks  without  producing  t^ 
desired  effect,  and  he  still  continuing  to  promulgate  those  opinions,  wbi^ 
were  not  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  our  society,  I  consider  G*' 
deon  Seaman  properly  in  his  place  as  an  elder  in  the  church,  when  ^ 
felt  the  requisition  of  duty,  to  inform  the  people  that  these  were  not  ^^ 
doctrines  of  our  society:  such,  however,  was  the  influence  which  El*** 
Hicks  had  gained  amongst  the  members  of  society  in  those  parts,  tl^ 
the  number  of  those  who  approbated  his  doctrines  having  gained   *-*? 
ascendency  in  that  Monthly  Meeting,  did  institute  a  charge  against  ^^' 
deon  Seaman  in  the  Preparative  Meeting,  though  in  violation  of    •^ 
order  of  our  society,  which  delegates  to  the  ministers  and  elders    «^* 
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particular  charge  of  public  communications  in  a  meeting:  that  a  com- 
munication of  this  kind  would  properly  belong  to  the  meeting  of  minis- 
ters and  elders,  for  their  advice  and  care  therein.  In  violation,  however, 
of  this  order,  a  complaint  was  taken  from  the  Preparative  to  the  Monthly 
Meeting  against  Gideon  Seaman,  as  having  '^publicly  opposed  a  minister 
in  unity;**  and  himself,  together  with  another  Friend,  a  minister  who 
united  with  him,  were  continued  a  number  of  months  under  dealing  by 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  and  treated  as  o/Tenders  for  this  discharge  of  ap- 
prehended duty. 

Question.  Who  was  that  other  Friend? 

Answer.  Solomon  Underbill. 

Question.  Who  gave  the  previous  admonition  to  EliaS)  which  you 
think  authorized  this  public  declaration  of  opposition? 

Answer.  I  allude  to  the  repeated  labours  of  Gideon  Seaman  himself. 

Question.  Was  Gideon  Seaman  an  elder? 

Answer.  Yes,  he  was,  and  is,  and  has  long  been  in  that  station. 

Question.  Did  the  other  elders  of  the  meeting  unite  with  him  in  those 
idmonitions? 

Answer.  The  elders  of  the  meeting  where  Gideon  Seaman  resided, 
nnited  with  him. 

Question.  What  meeting  was  that? 

Answer.  Westbury. 

Qoettion.  Did  Elias  Hicks  belong  to  Westbury? 

Answer.  Ml  he  belonged  to  Jericho. 

Question.  Is  it  according  to  the  usage  and  discipline  of  the  society, 
that  the  elders  of  one  Monthly  Meeting  shall  undertake  to  admonish,  and 
publicly  object  to  the  communications  of,  a  minister  of  another  Monthly 
Meeting? 

Answer.  It  is  perfectly  consistent,  that  all  the  elders  within  the  com- 
pisi  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting,  should  be  united  in  the  discharge  of  their 
trast,  and  extend  admonition  wherever  needful.  If  the  desired  effect  be 
produced,  there  could  be  no  occasion  for  any  such  public  information; 
hst  if  after  divers  years,  extension  of  labour  and  admonition,  by  minis- 
ters and  elders  in  their  individual  capacity,  the  desired  effect  be  not  pro- 
dnced,  any  of  them,  from  an  apprehension  of  duty,  having  publicly  re- 
ierred  to  a  discourse,  informing  the  people,  that  some  parts  of  it  were 
not  consistent  with  the  doctrines  of  our  society,  would  in  that  case  sub- 
ject himself  to  the  care  and  examination  of  the  meeting  of  ministers  and 
dderSf  to  examine  whether  he  had  committed  an  error  in  so  doing,  or 
otherwise. 

Question.  Will  the  witness  please  to  answer  the  question? 

Answer.  The  above  is  the  answer  I  have  to  give. 

Question.  Have  you  no  other  more  direct  answer  to  give? 

Answer.  I  don't  know  that  it  requires  any  other. 

Question.  Did  not  Gideon  Seaman  make  satisfaction  to  the  commit- 
tee that  visited  him,  when  taken  under  dealing? 

Answer.  If  a  steady  perseverance  in  maintaining  the  ground,  that  he 
icted  on  a  principle  of  duty,  and  informing  them,  that  he  could  not  re- 
cede therefrom  in  the  least  degree  as  to  the  ground  of  his  concern,  and 
the  information  he  had  publicly  given  the  people,  may  be  considered 
•atisfactory  to  the  committee,  he  did  sc^-^from  the  beginning  of  their 
labonrt  to  the  conclusion. 

Question.  Did  he  then  set  the  authority  of  the  meeting  at  defiance? 
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Answer.  I  consider  that  meeting  had  no  authority,  by  the  diaciplis 
to  take  cognizance  of  his  case,  in  the  first  instance. 

Question.  What  meeting  was  it,  that  undertook  to  treat  with  him? 

Answer.  The  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury. 

Question.  Did  not  he  belong  to  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  He  did. 

Question.  Had  not  that  Monthly  Meeting,  by  the  discipline,  a  right  t 
treat  with  him  for  any  act  contrary  to  the  order  of  the  society? 

Answer.  I  consider  they  had  no  right  in  the  present  case,  accordii| 
to  the  discipline,  until  first  attended  to  in  the  meeting  of  ministers  nd 
elders. 

Question.  Does  not  the  discipline  require,  that  any  one  who  has  pil^ 
licly  opposed  a  minister,  who  has  not  been  privately  admonished  by  the 
elders  cd'  his  own  meeting,  shall  be  treated  with  by  the  overseers? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  of  any  discipline,  authorizing  such  a  proct 
dure  in  the  present  case. 

Question.  The  witness  has  said,  that  Gideon  Seaman  steadily  perK- 
vered  in  justifying  the  course  he  pursued;  did  he  not,  before  the  cm 
was  issued,  as  Friends  say,  acknowledge  sorrow  for  the  act,  to  Eliu 
Hicks  and  others? 

Answer.  He  never  did,  to  my  knowledge. 

Question.  Was  there  any  public  reputation  that  he  did? 

Answer.  There  was,  and  I  will  endeavour  to  state  the  g^nnd  of  it 
This  public  information  in  the  meeting,  exciting  some  a]||^^,  oppositioii 
to  the  remarks  made,  were  rejoined  by  some  individuals,  and  a  still 
of  unsettlcment  took  place  in  the  meeting;  our  friend  Gideon  SeamiB 
soon  after  the  meeting,  stated  to  me,  that  he  had  been  thinking  whetta 
it  would  not  have  been  better,  that  he  had  postponed  his  remarks  vatL 
the  conclusion  of  the  meeting,  and  then  requesting  the  people  to  be  qvie) 
a  few  minutes;  but  fearing  he  should  not  have  opportunity  to  relieve  hit 
mind  at  that  time,  he  had  thought  it  best  to  do  it  before  the  meetinfl 
closed.  In  this  respect,  he  did  divers  times  express  a  doubt,  whetba 
he  had  taken  the  most  suitable  time,  and  in  consequence  of  the  unsettle* 
xnent  which  followed,!  believe  he  sometimes  acknowledged  that  he  mighl 
have  been  better  satisfied,  if  he  had  left  the  information  till  the  meetiss 
closed;  and  seeing  the  unsettlement  which  did  ensue,  I  believe  he  did 
sometimes  intimate  a  fear,  that  he  had  not  embraced  the  proper  ume; 
and  in  connexion  therewith  a  sorrow,  that  he  should  be  in  anywise  ifr 
strumental  in  disturbing  the  quietude  of  a  meeting,  which  in  its  natVI 
is  solemn.  Any  further  than  this,  I  do  not  know  of  any  acknowtedg 
ment  that  he  made,  either  to  the  committee  or  the  meeting. 

Question.  The  witness  has  said,  that  he  only  took  notes  of  strikili 
parts  in  Elias  Hicks'  sermons;  did  he  make  any  notes  of  those  parts  ths 
he  thought  striking  from  their  beauty^  excellence^  or  truth? 

Answer.  I  do  not  at  present  recollect  where  to  find  any  such. 

Question.  Did  you  never  hear  drop  from  the  lips  of  Elias  HickS|S> 
thing  that  was  beautiful^  excellent^  or  true? 

Answer.  I  have  heretofore  freely  acknowledged  the  esteem  I  had  ft 
him  in  years  past;  I  have  since  stated  in  a  previous  answer,  that  he  fr 
quently  held  up  sound  and  consistent  sentiments,  with  which  we  hadt 
controversy ;  the  allusion  I  made  a  little  back,  as  not  at  present  rcc^ 
lecting  any  such  as  included  in  the  question,  must  rest  on  the  pecuU 
taste  or  apprehension  of  different  persons,  as  to  what  constituted  ^ 
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icmarkable  beauty^  tictlknet^  or  truths  as  mentioned  in  the  question.  I 
hive  frequently  in  the  notes  that  I  have  taken,  included  expressions  of 
sentiments,  that  were  sound  and  consistent. 

Question.  When  did  you  first  begin  to  take  notes  from  the  discourses 
ofElias  Hicks? 

Answer.  I  am  unable  to  give  the  exact  date. 

Question.  About  what  time? 

Answer.  About  1822  or  '23,  I  judge. 

Question.  When  was  the  last  occasion  on  which  you  took  such  notes? 

Answer.  I  have  not  any  dates  to  refresh  my  memory,  but  I  suppose 
at  least  two  or  three  years  ago. 

Question.  During  that  time,  did  you  frequently  take  down  notes? 

Answer.  I  have  before  answered  that  question — as  I  understand  the 
question— but  I  may  say,  that  I  have  not  done  it  frequently. 

Question.  Did  you  make  these  notes  of  your  own  motion,  or  were  you 
adrised  to  do  so  by  others? 

Answer.  From  the  impression  on  my  own  mind. 

Question.  Were  they  ever  suffered  to  be  copied? 

Answer.  Never,  that  I  recollect. 

Question.  What  was  the  purpose  of  taking  those  notes? 

Answer.  I  have  before  stated  the  uneasiness  that  I  had  felt  with  some 
of  the  sentiments  of  Elias  Hicks— -and  as  this  uneasiness  increased,  I 
sometimes  made  memorandums  of  his  sentiments, expressed  at  meetings, 
which  appeared  to  me  strikingly  inconsistent  with  the  doctrines  of  our 
society.  I  do  not  recollect  that  I  had  any  previous  preconcerted  design, 
and  had  never  the  least  apprehension  that  they  would  be  called  out,  in 
the  manner  they  have  been  here — or  in  any  way,  otherwise  than  as  me- 

icmpi 

Question*  Did  Elias  Hicks  know  of  your  taking  such  notes? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  he  did.  I  only  availed  myself  of  a  pri- 
vilege which  he  himself  has  conceded,  or  at  least  admitted,  as  a  right  to 
those  who  hear  public  declarations. 

Question.  Did  he  know  of  your  showing  them  to  other  persons,  as 
evidence  of  his  unsoundness? 

Answer.  That  I  cannot  tell. 

Question.  You  have  said  Elias  Hicks  introduced  his  views  in  respect 
to  the  scriptures,  into  your  own  family,  by  letters  directed  to  your  wife. 
Did  he  not  always  write  those  letters  in  answer  to  letters  addressed  to 
him? 

Answer.  The  letters  speak  for  themselves  in  that  respect.  My  wife 
had  been  engaged  in  treating  with  him  on  account  of  the  inconsistency 
of  his  doctrine— -the  result  of  which,  is  expressed  in  the  letters  exhi- 
bited»— and  as  it  must  be  supposed  they  contain  his  real  sentiments,  I 
consider  it  no  impeachment  of  his  character  to  exhibit  them  to  others. 

Question.  Was  his  permission  ever  asked  to  exhibit  them  to  others? 

Answer.  I  do  not  know  that  it  was:  or  that  it  was  ever  necessary. 

Question.  How  far  from  each  other  did  you  live? 

Answer.  A  little  over  one  mile. 

Question.  Was  your  intercourse  so  unfrequent,  as  to  occasion  any 
necessity  for  procuring  this  matter  in  an  epistolary  correspondence? 

Answer.  I  hope  it  will  be  remembered  that  I  am  constrained  to  say 
what  I  khow.    In  our  frequent  intercourse  with  Elias  Hicks,  and  endea- 


morandums  to  refresh  my  mejjpry,  if  I  should  have  occasion  to  refer  to 
them. 
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▼ouring  to  relieve  our  minds  in  conversation,  he  would  always  engrosi  1 
so  much  of  tho  time  himself,  as  not  to  give  us  a  fair  opportunity,  tad  I 
from  this  cause  originated  the  necessity  of  committing  our  exercise  t»  j 
writing,  in  order  that  we  might  fully  relieve  our  minds,  and  discharge 
our  duty  towards  him. 

Question.  Have  you  any  other  letters  of  his  that  you  have  not  pro- 
duced? 

Answer.  In  former  years,  when  we  were  in  unity  and  fellowship,  IPS-] 
sometimes  corresponded  with  each  other  by  letter.    I  am  at  ppeMSt 
unable  to  say  whether  any  of  th^  remain  in  my  house  or  not*  boti 
think  it  is  probable  there  may  be  some — since  I  had  occasion  of  writiiff 
to  him,  in  reply  to  which  he  gave  me  the  letter  exhibited,  I  belicrel 
have  never  received  another  from  him. 

Question.  Between  the  years  1818  and  1833,  when  the  printed  letter 
was  written,  did  you  receive  any  letter  from  him  that  has  not  been  pn^ 
duced? 

Answer.  I  believe  not. 

Question.  Did  your  wife  receive  any  such,  that  has  not  been  produced? 

Answer.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Question.  The  witness  has  produced  in  evidence  against  Elias  Hicki) 
that  he  has  said,  all  revelations  must  he  consistent  with  reason;  does  yov 
society  hold  the  doctrine  that  reason  and  revelation  are  ever  at  Tariiaee 
with  each  other? 

Answer.  We  hold  that  the  revelations  of  God  to  the  children  of  mCBi 
are  above  the  comprehension  of  our  finite  capacities,  and  are  not  to  be 
comprehended  by  the  fallen  reason  of  man,  or  subjected  to  it  at  tbe 
judge  and  test  of  divine  revelation.  Did  Abraham  bring  the  dinM 
requisition  to  offer  up  his  son  Isaac,  to  the  best  of  his  human  reason,  ii 
order  to  judge  whether  it  be  a  divine  ^[||hiisition  or  not!  hence  I  info 
that  they  may  be  at  variance  as  to  first  appearances;  as  it  must  bite 
been  to  Abraham,  when  the  divine  requisition  was  presented  to  bii 
reason. 

Question.  Is  it  the  doctrine  of  your  society,  that  the  Almighty  re- 
quires any  act  or  thing  of  his  rational  family  that  is  irrational? 

Answer.  Yes — That  which  would  appear  so  to  the  rational  man,  wbo 
receiveth  not  the  things  of  the  spirit  of  God,  for  they  are  foolishneii 
unto  him,  even  as  it  would  have  appeared  to  Abraham,  had  he  entered 
into  such  a  line  of  reasoning«^-and  I  now  well  remember,  many  yein 
past,  when  I  esteemed  Elias  Hicks  as  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  heariif 
him  treat  on  the  subject  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  human  reason  of  IDIB 
to  judge  of  divine  requisitions,  and  in  proof  of  his  argument  referred  to 
the  case  of  Abraham,  who,  through  faith  and  obedience,  had  learned  to 
know  the  voice  of  the  Lord,  and  therefore  gave  up  in  obedience  to  the 
divine  command,  but  that  if  he  had  entered  into  reasonings  and  connl' 
tations  of  his  own,  he  must  have  said,  *^  this  is  the  child  of  promii^ 
in  whom  I  have  received  the  promise,  that  in  me  and  my  seed  sbatfiB  ' 
the  families  of  the  earth  be  blessed,  and  that  therefore  this  cannot  be  e 
divine  requisition,  in  reference  to  the  command  to  offer  him  up." 

Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  in  his  discourses  consider  the  divine  le* 
quisitions  as  irrational? 

Answer.  I  do  not  recollect  that  he  has  made  that  assertion  in  direct 
terms. 

Question.  You  have  declared  that  Elias  Hicks,  when  speaking  ^ 
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i,  he  (Jesus)  steadily  kept  in  view  his  entire  dependant  state- 
society  believe  that  Jesus  was  inde{>endent  ot  his  Father,  or 
iny  things  without  his  assistance? 

I.  What  dost  thou  mean  by  Jesttsp  that  I  may  be  prepared  to 
e  question  distinctly. 

!•  I  use  the  witness'  own  word)  and  he  may  take  it,  accord- 
own  society  understands  it. 

B.  We  believe  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  the  saviour  of 
trding  to  scripture,  he  who  died  without  the  g^tes  of  Jerusa- 
iir  sins,  and  rose  again;  that  he  was  **  one  with  the  Father;" 
icended  up  into  heaven,  where  he  was  before,  and  who,  in  a 
elation,  appeared  to  his  servant  and  apostle  John,  saying,  *^  I 
,  and  Omega,  the  first  and  the  last."  The  apostle  says,  he 
d  saw  in  the  midst  of  the  seven  golden  candlesticks,  one  like 
>on  of  man.  And  when  he  saw  him,  says  the  apostle,  ^^  I  fell 
t,  as  dead,  and  he  laid  his  right  hand  upon  me,  saying,  fear 
the  first  and  the  last,  I  am  he  that  liveth,  and  was  dead,  and 
am  alive  for  ever  more;  Amen,  and  have  the  keys  of  hell  and 
Our  society  receive  and  believe  the  scripture  doctrine,  that 
the  Christ;*^  we  do  not  divide  between  Jesus  and  Christ, 
m.  Do  not  the  society  believe, as  Jesus  has  himself  said,  ''I,  of 
■elf,  can  do  nothing*-the  works  that  I  do,  I  do  not  of  myself, 
ither,  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he  doth  the  works?" 
'.  In  the  glorious  union  of  the  divinity  and  humanity  of  Christ, 
ward  manifestation,  he  sometimes  speaks  of  himself,  in  rela- 
I  divinity,  at  other  times  of  his  humanity;  these  words  are  more 
iy  in  relation  to  his  humanity;  at  other  times«  he  speaks  of  his 
ind  oneness  with  the  Father.  We  do  not  divide  between  the 
Jiter  into  such  disqiii|^tions,  as  to  say,  that  the  humanity  alone 
of  itself,  and  perform  those  works,  without  the  union  of  the 
n  which  he  was  one  with  the  Father. 

»n.  Have  then  the  society  believed  in  what  is  called  the  hypo- 
in,  or  substantial  oneness,  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ— human 

5? 

'•  Wc  are  accountable  for  those  doctrines  which  are  found  in 
ard  works,  we  acknowledge,  and  leave  others  at  liberty  to 
ly  doctrines  upon  us  which  are  found  in  the  works  thus  ap- 
nd  as  above  exhibited — but  we  do  not  hold  ourselves  bound  to 
ly  more  such  logical  and  unnecessary  questions  as  this,  until 
L  fair  ground  in  those  works  brought  against  us  to  base  the 
upon. 

in.  The  question  is  based  upon  the  witness'  own  previous  an- 
il you  now  give  an  answer  to  the  question? 
■•  I  consider  my  answer  already  sufficient. 
>n.  Have  you  ever  read  Elias  Hicks'  answer,  a  short  time  be- 
lecease,  to  six  queries,  proposed  in  a  letter  from  a  Friend  in 

£? 

*•  I  have— -(a  pamphlet,  entitled  ^'  Six  Queries,  proposed  to 
ks,  in  a  letter  from  a  Friend  in  New  York,  with  Elias  Hicks' 
'  was  here  shown  the  witness,  and  he  says,)  '^  this  is  the  same 
Lo  in  the  question."  And  thereupon  the  counsel  offers  the 
)hlet  as  an  Exhibit,  and  it  is  marked  A,  on  the  part  of  the  coni- 
Scc. 
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And  being  re-examined,  in  chief,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hen* 
drltkson,  he  saith,  ^^  in  my  cross-examination,  I  have  said  that  myself, 
and  two  others,  who  were  waited  on  by  a  committee  of  the  select  Pre- 

J>arative  Meeting  of  Jericho,  prepared  an  essay,  and  offered  it  to  them, 
or  consideration;  the  paper  which  I  now  have  in  my  hand,  is  a  trae 
copy  of  that  essay. "  And  the  same  being  offered  by  the  counsel,  I  have 
marked  it  Exhibit,  No.  22,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendricksoiu 
The  same  was  objected  to  as  an  Exhibit,  by  the  counsel  for  the  com- 
plainant, and  Stacy  Decow,  as  irrelevant. 

The  witness  further  says,  *^  we  prepared  two,  just  alike,  and  they  are 
both  signed  in  our  proper  hands,  the  only  variance  being,  that  the  copjr 
here  exhibited,  contains  a  quotation  from  Thomas  Story's  journal,  which 
is  not  in  the  other  copy  delivered  to  the  said  committee." 

The  witness  further  says,  ^'  there  has  never  been  any  other  differences 
between  Elias  Hicks  and  myself,  than  those  of  doctrine  and  faith,  and 
the  consequences  growing  out  of  it." 

If  a  minister  should  propagate  anti-christian  or  unsound  doctrine, 
within  the  limits  of  a  meeting  of  which  he  is  not  a  member,  it  is  the  i 
duty  of  that  meeting,  by  the  discipline  and  order  of  our  society,  to  take  1 
him  under  dealing,  in  the  regular  order  of  society — and  if  he  is  not  bf 
such  means  reclaimed,  his  case  is  to  be  then  transmitted  to  the  Monthlf 
Meeting,  where  he  belongs^and  if  thus  transmitted,  his  said  Monthlf 
Meeting  cannot  refuse,  according  to  the  discipline  and  regular  order  dT 
the  society,  to  notice  it. 

The  elder  and  overseer,  of  whom  I  have  spoken  in  my  cross-ex- 
amination, as  being  without  doors,  and  who  objected  to  my  sitting  ii  4 
the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Jericho,  at  the  occasion  of  a  funeral,  as  I  j 
have  mentioned,  were  among  those  who  have  since  withdrawn  from  the 
society,  as  I  have  above  stated.  I  have  stated,  that  I  once  had  a  conver- 
sation with  Elias  Hicks,  on  the  subject  of  the  declarations  of  George 
Fox  and  others,  to  the  governor  of  Barbadoes,  and  that  he,  Elias,  did 
not  accord  with  the  said  declarations.  I  now  further  say,  that  he  then 
professed  to  disunite  in  that  declaration,  on  account  of  the  doctrine 
therein  contained,  and  for  no  other  reason. 

In  the  answer  I  made  to  a  question  in  my  cross-examination,  respect- 
ing Elias  Hicks'  belief  in  the  inspiration  of  the  authors  of  the  books  of 
the  Old  and  New  Testament,  I  ought  to  have  added  a  further  fact, 
which  is  this,  that  he  said,  when  speaking  of  the  scriptures,  generally, 
that  "  they  ought  to  be  placed  upon  the  same  footing  as  any  other  hisr 
tory." 

And  being  again  cross-examined,  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  and 
Stacy  Decow,  he  saith,  ^'  my  own  case  was  not  expected  to  come  before 
the  Preparative  Meeting,  at  the  time  they  requested  me  to  withdraw; 
nor  never  to  be  mentioned  in  it.  It  being  after  the  case  was  laid  before 
the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Question.  Was  not  the  request  made  as  a  matter  of  propriety,  and  not 
as  a  denial  of  your  right  to  sit? 

Answer.  No,  I  understood  it  as  a  denial  of  my  right  to  sit. 

Question.  Were  not  the  Monthly  Meetings  in  Philadelphia  who  sent 
the  communication  to  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting,  in  an  unsettled  state? 

Answer.  Not  that  I  have  any  knowledge  of. 

And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  Thomas  Wilus. 
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mcd  on  the  day  aforesaid, and  subscribed  at  the  bouse  ot  William 
r»y,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester  aforesaid,  this  twelfth 
I  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
I  before  me,  J.  J,  rosTEM, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery, 

wnaetlt  of  the  parties  and  their  counsel,  the  further  examination 

IcaseB  in  this  cause  is  postponed  until  Monday,  the  twentieth  day 

Rniber  next,  at  ten  o'clock  In  the  forenoon,  at  the  house  of  Wil- 

way,  in  Camden  aforesaid.  J.  J.  Foster, 

Matter  and  Examiner  in  Chancer]/, 

__  linationa  in  the  above  cause  continued  pursuant  to  adjournment, 
le  bouse  of  William  Hidgway,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Glou- 
cester, on  this  twentieth  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty,  in  the  presence  of  the  parlies,  and 
Jeremiah  11.  Sloan,  and  Abraham  I5rown,  Esquires,  of  counsel  with 
Joieph  Hendrlckson,  and  Lli  K.  Price,  Kscjuire,  qf  counsel  with  the  com*  ^ 

pUiMDt,  and  Stacy  Dccow,  one  of  the  defendants.  SV/^ 

Samitkl  Parsons,  a  witness  produced  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson.oneof  the  defendants,  alleging  himself  to  iie  conscientiously 
Knpulous  of  taking  an  oath,  and  being  duly  aihrmed,  according  to  law, 
n  his  solemn  affirmation,  declareth  and  saith,  I  am  a  member  of  the 
&cieiy  of  Friend* — ^am  a  member  by  binhright;  have  always  been  a 
atmber;  my  parents  and  grand  parents  were  members.  I  am  56  years 
of  >p;  I  have  for  many  years  past,  from  my  youth  upwards,  been  in  the 
Ittlui  of  taking  an  active  part  in  the  business  and  affairs  of  the  society. 
1  ruide  at  Flushing,  on  Long  Island :  1  am  a  member  of  the  New  York 
Yearly  Meeting,  and  have  always  been  so:  I  was  assistant  clerk  eight 
JCari,  and  clerk  fourteen  years,  of  that  meeting,  successively.  During 
flie  whole  of  this  time,  twenty-two  years,  the  minutes  of  that  meeting 
katebccn  under  my  care,  and  1  have  at  all  times  had  access  to  them. 
ThilYearly  Meeting  was  established  in  the  year  1593j  it  was  established 
ITiIh  Yearly  Meeting  of  London  and  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Rhode 
olsodbuth,  in  Fourth-month,  1695.  Copies  of  the  minutes  establishing 
lid  Yearly  Meeting,  arc  in  my  possession,  and  have  been  in  the  pos- 
Knion  of  my  family  for  a  long  time  past.  There  was  an  intercourie 
;Bwially  maintained  by  an  epistolary  correspondence,  between  this  Yearly 
Mtuing  and  that  of  London;  this  epistolary  correspondence  between  the 
"ci  York  Yearly  Meeting  and  that  of  London,  is  still  continued  to  the 
KttWt  time. 

There  has  been  other  intercourse  besides  this  epistolary  correspond- 
*>«.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  has  at  difl'erent  times  raised 
■oney  at  the  request  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting,  to  supply  deficien- 
<i«in  its  funds.  An  epistolary  correspondence  has  also  been  steadily 
JJunttined  between  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  and  all  the  Yearly 
Meetings  on  the  continent  of  America,  as  they  have  been  successively 
'ttablished,  excepting  with  Virginia,  which  has  only  been  for  a  few  years 
put. 

-As  I  understand.  Yearly  Meetings  on  this  continent  have  always  becBl-^ 
*UlbJishedby  thebody,  or  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which  they  formed  atf    ' 
^Itt  a  careful  investigation  of  their  situation  and  circumstances. 
Vol.  1.— 22 
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never  known  of  any  instance  whera  a  portion  of  the  membera  of  a  Tevif 
Meeting;  have  set  up  a  new  or  independent  meetings  of  the  Society  <x 
Friends  without  their  approbation;  it  could  not  be  admitted. 

There  have  been  instances  where  a  portion  of  the  members  of  a  Teirif 
Meeting  have  desired  to  be  set  off  into  a  new  meeting,  and  have  beea 
refused  by  the  said  Yearly  Meeting;  such  an  instance  occurred  in  Nev 
York.  Two  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  a  Half  Year's  Meeting,  parti  of 
said  Yearly  Meeting,  all  requested,  by  regular  minutes  of  said  meetiig^ 
to  be  set  off  as  a  Yearly  Meeting,  which  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Nev 
York  refused  to  accede  to.  There  was  no  pretence  set  up  that  theie 
meetings  so  applying  to  be  set  off,  had  a  right  to  organize  themsdfci 
into  a  Yearly  Meeting,  without  the  approbation  of  the  said  New  Toik 
Yearly  Meetings— no  such  pretence  that  I  have  any  knowledge  of.  The 
Yearly  Meetings  have  a  supervisory  power  over  the  inferior  meetilgi: 
they  exercise  this  power  on  appeals  to  them  from  the  decisions  of  tlie 
inferior  meetings,  either  reversing  or  affirming  such  decisions;  and  that 
are  other  modes  of  exercising  this  power.  These  decisions  of  the  Yt»Aj 
Meeting  are  obligatory  upon  the  inferior  meetings,  and  they  havepowv 
to  enforce  them.  The  manner  of  enforcing  such  decisions  would  beby 
laying  down  the  refractory  subordinate  meeting  that  refujied  to  sabmiti 

Agreeably  to  the  discipline,  the  Preparative  Meetings  are  depeodnt 
upon  and  accountable  to  the  Monthly  Meetings;  the  Monthly  Meetiap 
in  like  manner  to  the  Quarterly  Meetings;  and  the  Quarterly  Meetiagf 
to  the  Yearly  Meetings.     Such  is  the  order  of  the  discipline,  that  a 
appeal  lies  from  each  of  these  meetings  to  the  next  superior  meetiagi 
In  the  exercise  of  this  appellate  power,  each  of  the  meetings  has  a  right 
to  affirm,  or  disaffirm,  the  decisions  of  the  inferior  meeting,  in  all  cueil 
and  the  inferior  is  thus  bound  by  the  decision  of  its  superior  meetisf  k 
and  if  refractory,  they  are  liable  to  be  put  down,  and  would  be  dissolved. 
Such  has  been  the  good  order  and  subordination  maintained  in  the  i^     I 
ciety  generally,  that  cases  of  resistance  on  the  part  of  inferior  meetiagi     ! 
have  been  very  rare,  and  this  power  of  laying  down  refractory  meedngi 
has  not  been  very  frequently  exercised.     No  instance  of  the  kind  hti     ' 
occurred  within  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  to  my  knowledge:  I     ' 
mean  no  instance  of  refractoriness.    The  superior  meetings  undoubtedly 
have  power  to  lay  down  inferior  meetings,  for  other  causes  besides  r^ 
fractoriness,  and  they  do  exercise  this  power  whenever  they  find  occa- 
sion.   I  recollect  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  "  Nine  Partners,"  in  the 
said  Yearly  Meeting,  laid  down  the  Monthly  Meeting  o^  Hartford  in  the 
year  1819,  for  supposed  incompetency:  other  instances  at  different  tinses 
have  occurred  within  the  limits  of  other  Yearly  Meetings;  and  from  8^* 
neral  repute,  pretty  extensively  in  some  parts.     The  superior  meetitJP 
have  a  general  supervisory  and  superintending  power  over  the  infer*** 
meetings,  without  appeal,  and  frequently  exercise  it,  either  by  wriC-W* 
advices,  or  by  committees  selected  to  examine  into  their  circurostan^'^ 
and  extend  to  them  advice  and  assistance.    If  the  inferior  meeting  sh<p**JJ 
refuse  to  take  such  advice  and  assistance,  the  superior  meeting  wcr*^ 
have  a  right  to  enforce  it  by  laying  down  such  meeting,  if  it  contin**** 
refractory,  and  they  would  no  doubt  exercise  it.     The  Yearly  Mcetiir»g^ 
not  unfrequently  send  down  committees  of  this  kind  to  visit  the  infef*®' 
meetings  generally,  and  to  extend  to  them  advice  and  assistance. 

If  a  member  of  the  society  violates  its  principles,  he  may  undoubte^% 
be  dealt  with  and  disowned  for  -such  violation.     The  pronmlgatiM  ^ 
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iBMUfid  opinions  in  relation  to  the  faith  and  doctrines  of  the  society,  is 
I  matter  for  which  a  member  may  also  be  dealt  with  and  disowned.  A 
number  of  cases  appear  on  record  in  the  history  of  the  society,  in  which 
members  have  been  disowned  for  this  cause:  and  a  number  of  cases  have 
occurred  within  the  limits  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York  within 
my  knowledge. 

In  the  case  of  Hannah  Barnard^  who  was  disowned  by  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Hudson^  (occurring  within  my  own  knowledge,)  about  the 
year  1803,  the  charges  were,  for  ^'denying  the  miraculous  conception  of 
Jesus  Christ,  his  miracles,  and  atonement." 

The  case  of  William  Beid,  disowned  by  Ybnge  street  Monthly  Meeting, 
Upper  Canada,  for  "denying  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ."  He  appealed 
to  the  Half  Year's  Meeting,  and  Yearly  Meeting,  in  1815,  both  of  which 
confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  said  Monthly  Meeting. 

Jeue  Mullenex  and  two  of  his  family,  disowned  by  the  Monthly  Meeting 
of  Wesiburt/j  for  "denying  divine  revelation,  and  the  authenticity  of  the 
•criptures,"  in  the  year  1822. 

The  cases  of  Joseph  C,  Deane  and  William  Deane^  disowned  by  the 
Monthly  Meeting  of  V'  Nine  Partners,"  for  **  promulgating  a  belief  that 
the  souls  of  the  wicked  are  mortal,  and  will  be  annihilated;"  about  the 
year  1822. 

The  cases  of  Isaac  Diekihsan^  Amos  Dickinson^  and  Samuel  UnderhiU^ 
disowned  about  the  same  period  by  the  Monthly  Meetings  of  Coemans 
and  Duanesburg,  for  the  same  cause  as  the  last. 

This  power  of  disownment  for  unsoundness  in  the  faith,  is  a  power 
that  has  always  been  exercised  by  the  Society  of  Friends,  so  far  as  my 
knowledge  extends,  and  as  appears  from  the  records  and  history  of  the 
lociety. 

The  meetings  for  discipline  are  confined  exclusively  to  its  own  mem- 
bers, by  .the  society^— others,  not  members,  are  not  permitted  to  sit  in 
them.  If  persons  not  members  should  obtrude  themselves  into  such 
meeting,  and  refuse  to  withdraw,  the  meeting  would  not  proceed  in  the 
transaction  of  its  business.  I  have  never  known  it  done,  as  it  would  be 
directly  in  opposition  to  the  order  of  the  society.  In  cases  where  there 
ire  those  present  in  the  meeting,  known  not  to  be  members,  it  is  usual 
to  request  them  to  withdraw. 

An  instance  of  this  kind,  where  the  persons  obtruding  themselves  into 
the  meeting,  refused  to  withdraw  when  requested,  occurred  in  the 
Tearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  in  the  year  1828.  On  that  occasion  the 
btraders  were  repeatedly  requested  to  withdraw,  but  persisted  in  re- 
maining. This  occurred  at  the  usual  time  and  place  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  New  York.  Friends  were  by  that 
intrusion  prevented  from  going  on  in  the  transaction  of  their  business. 
There  was  a  great  noise  and  uproar  produced  by  the  friends  and  favour- 
ers of  the  persons  thus  intruding  themselves. 

In  consequence  of  this  intrusion,  and  the  unprecedented  uproar  and 
tamnlt  which  the  friends  of  the  intruders  produced,  it  was  impossible 
to  transact  business;  under  such  circumstances,  and  in  their  presence, 
h  was  therefore  concluded  to  continue  the  transaction  of  the  business 
of  the  meeting  in  the  basement  story  of  the  meeting  house,  and  there 
VH  a  minate  made  to  that  effect  After  the  reading  of  that  minute  the 
meetkng  proceeded  to  the  basement  story,  but  the  doors  were  kept  closed 
afainat  tbem  bj  persons  pretending  to  exercise  authority  under  the 
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Monthlj  Meeting  of  New  York.  They  then  removed  their  sittini^  to 
another  building,  which  was  offered  for  the  purpose,  a  regular  mimue of 
which  was  made  at  the  time.  The  meeting  assembled  at  the  place  men- 
tioned in  the  said  last  minute,  and  continued  its  sittings  there  through- 
out the  Yearly  Meeting.  Its  sittings  were  continued  without  further 
Intrusion. 

The  clerks  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  attended  at  these  adjourned  sittings, 
with  the  records  of  the  meeting,  which  were  kept  there  by  them,  and  have 
been  kept  by  them  ever  since.  And  the  meeting  continued  to  transact 
its  business  in  the  usual  manner  throughout — and  has  been  continued  by  i 
regular  adjournments  until  the  present  time.  The  same  Yearly  Meeting  ' 
has  continued  steadily  to  keep  up  a,  regular  correspondence  with  the 
other  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  on  the  continent  of  America,  and  that 
of  London  and  Dublin;  writing  to  them,  and  receiving  epistles  from  them 
—always  styling  itself  the  **  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends 
in  New  York;"  and  so  always  addressed  by  them. 

At  the  said  Yearly  Meeting  of  1828,  the  reports  from  all  the  Quarterif 
Meetings  constituting  it,  were  received,  and  the  epistles  from  other 
Yearly   Meetings,  excepting  Virginia,  before  referred  to,  were  in  the    ^ 
hands  of  the  clerk,  and  answered  as  usual. 

The  persons  spoken  of,  and  who  intruded  themselves  into  the  said 
meeting,  were  persons  who  had  been  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
part  of  whom  had  been  disowned  by  their  respective  Monthly  Meetugs^ 

Previous  to  this  time,  (i.  e.  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1828,)  there  had  J 
been  a  separation  in  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meetings— and  theperaois  m 
who  had  thus  separated,  had  established  a  meeting  in  Philadelphia, which  ^ 
they  called  a  Yearly  Meeting.  ^    1 

Q-  Was  that  meeting  last  spoken  of,  established  according  to,  or  is  | 
violation,  of  the  discipline  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  From  the  knowledge  I  have  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I 
have  no  doubt  but  it  was  in  total  violation  of  the  order  of  the  society* 

A  considerable  number  of  the  persons  who  intruded  themselves  into 
the  meeting  at  New  York,  were  persons  who  professed  to  be  members 
of  this  new  meeting  at  Philadelphia — they  generally  were  persons  of  thi«    * 
description.     I  had  in  my  possession  at  the  time,  minutes  of  the  dis- 
ownment  by  the  society,  of  a  number  of  these.  These  were  the  samepe^ 
sons  that  were  requested  to  withdraw.     There  were  some  of  the  mein- 
bers  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  that  advocated  the  remaining  ioi 
of  these  intruders.     I  can  name  some  of  them — in  a  particular  manner 
Eliaa  Hicks  and  JVillet  llicks^  who,  it  was  understood,  had  attended  and 
united  with  the  pretended  Yearly  Meeting  in  Green  street,  Elias  Hich» 
stated  on  that  occasion,  that  he  had  attended  the  Yearly  Meeting  *■ 
Green  street,  and  that  **  those  who  composed  it  were  the  cream  of  the 
society,"  and  their  meetings  the  only  legitimate  meetings  of  Friends  la 
that  country,  and  insisted  on  their  right  so  to  sit  in  that  meeting^-^ 
said  further,  that  *'  if  there  were  a  dozen  or  more  Presbyterians  presenti 
the  meeting  ought  to  go  on  with  its  business."     He  was  sustained ia 
this  move  by  a  considerable  number  of  others;  and  it  was  this  state  ol. 
things,  and  the  unparalleled  uproar  and  riot  which  led  to  the  rerooyal 
of  the  sitting  of  the  meeting.     Elias  Hicks  and  those  who  united  with 
him  on  that  occasion,  did  not,  after  the  said  removal  of  the  sittingi 
assemble  with  Friends  in  the  capacity  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  discipline 
nor  have  they  since  done  so.     It  is  generally  reported,  and  so  unde^ 
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itood,  that  those  who  united  with  Elias  Hicks  on  that  occasion,  are  in 
aarespondencc  with  the  Green  street  meeting.  They  hold  a  meeting 
bNcw  York,  which  they  call  a  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Is  there  a  correspondence  between  those  two  meetings? 

A.  It  is  understood  to  be  the  case. 

Q.  Arc  these  meetings  recognised  by  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  So- 
ktj  of  Friends  in  this  country,  or  in  Europe? 

A.  None  of  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  in  Europe  or  America, 
iiTe  recognised  them,  or  held  correspondence  with  them. 

I  was  well  acquainted  with  Eliaa  Hicks  in  his  life  time.     He  was  for 


nuiy  years  an  approved 


of  the  Society  of  Friends. 
F  living.     At  the   time  of   his  death  he  was  neither  an  approved 
of  the  Society  of  Friends.     He  had  been  dis- 
Dirned  from  membership  in  the  society,  for  his  unsound  opinions  and 

1  was  a  member  of  ttie  same  Quarterly  Meeting  with  him,  and  had 
ilvays  been.  He  had  for  a  long  time  at  intervals,  before  his  disown- 
oent,  been  treated  with  for  unsound  communications  in  the  public 
miaiitry.  As  near  as  I  recollect,  it  is  as  far  back  as  fifteen  years  ago, 
thai  this  was  the  case.  He  was  a  man  of  great  personal  popularity  in 
Iwown  meeting,  having  a  large  portion  of  it  with  liim.  When  speaking 
of  his  having  been  treated  with  as  far  back  as  fifteen  years  ago,  I  mean 
liii  hiving  been  treated  with  by  the  elders  of  the  society,  who  have  the 
awMght  of  its  ministry. 

He  was  disowned  in  Fourth-monlh,  1829.  1  have  a  copy  of  the  testi- 
»ony  against  himj  a  printed  copy.  The  witness  here  produced  a  print- 
4  sheet,  which  is  marked  by  me,  Exhibit  No.  31.  [See  Appendix.] 
nie  witness  further  saith— This  is  an  accurate  copy  of  the  minute  of 
lisownment,  printed  under  my  care,  by  direction  of  the  Meeting  for 
•nffertngs;  I  compared  it  carefully  with  the  original  minute,  and  am 
lew  in  its  being  accurate. 

Q.  Had  Elias  Hicks  not  been  treated  with  by  the  Monthly  Meeting, 

>  which  he  belonged,  for  some  time  previous  to  his  disownmcnt? 
A.  Only  for  a  short  time  previous. 

Q.  Were  not  efforts  made  to  treat  with  him.  in  the  select  meeting? 

A.  Efforts  had  been  made  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  ministers  and 
4ers,  for  several  years  previous  to  1828,  to  investigate  the  state  of  the 
linistry,  on  account  of  the  spreading  of  the  unsound  doctrines,  which 
e  taught,  but  which  were  always  strenuously  opposed  by  him  and  his 
kUowers ;  and  by  their  means  these  efforts  were  defeated. 

The  unsound  opinions  and  doctrines  promulgated  by  Flias  Hicks,  and 
*t  which  he  was  disowned,  were  generally,  in  relation  to  the  holy  acrip- 
■tes,  and  to  the  character  of  the  Saviour. 

la  relation  to  the  character  of  the  Saviour,  I  have  heard  him  express 

>  his  public  communications,  the  following  sentiments — "  The  people 
lust  Ire  totally  turned  from  any  attention  to  the  outward  manifestation, 
f  suflerings  of  Jesus,  the  Messiah  of  the  Jews,  the  design  of  whose 
Oming,  was  to  put  an  end  to  ibe  law  of  Moses  and  its  ordinances.  He 
'as  an  Israelite,  and  was  not  furnished  with  any  more  ability  than  the 
Uier  Israelites."  "  Jesus  never  gave  himself  a  higher -character  than 
iic  ion  of  man."  "There  is  no  mediator  betwixtKSod 
'Duld  be  unreasonable  to  believe  that  he  had  ever  directed  one  sol 
>od  to  reveal  his  will  to  all  the  other  sons  of  God."     "  Jesus  waa 


1 


174 

first  son  of  God"— *^  mentioning  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ,  is  a  sjiecki 
of  idolatry."  *'  We  can  all  attain  to  the  same  state  that  Jesus  did, to 
be  equal  with  God,  as  the  sons  of  a  family  are  equal  with  the  ftthc^ 
who  takes  counsel  with  them."  ^*  It  was  never  designed  nor  intended 
that  he  should  suffer  death  by  men,  for  what  man  would  be  saved  by  the 
blood  of  an  innocent  brother?"  '*  With  regard  to  the  Almighty's  speak- 
ing by  his  son;  what  kind  of  a  father  would  that  be,  that  would  speik 
to  his  children  by  his  eldest  son,  instead  of  speaking  directly  to  themr 
^  He  was  inferior,  seeing  there  could  be  but  one,  that  had  no  be^nning^ 
and  that  was  the  Almighty."  ^*  With  regard  to  the  miracles  which  be 
wrought,  it  was  the  weakest  evidence  which  could  be  afforded;  onlyisit- 
ed  to  that  low  dispensation,  and  was  no  evidence  to  us;  if  there  would  be 
any  use  in  it,  men  might  work  miracles  now." 

On  the  subject  of  the  holy  scriptures,  he  said,  ^*  the  scriptures  sayoie 
one  thing,  and  one  another,  and  it  cannot  be  ascertained  from  theHi 
whether  Jesus  was  the  son  of  Joseph,  or  not."  *'  There  were  thirty  got 
pels  written,  and  those  we  have  left,  were  selected  in  the  dark  night  of 
apostacy."  ^  The  scriptures  may  be,  and  no  doubt  are,  useful  in  the 
early  part  of  a  religious  life ;  yet  as  pointing  to  something  better,  they 
are  of  no  use  when  an  advanced  state  is  attained  to.  Amidst  much  g;ood, 
there  is  a  great  deal  that  is  otherwise ;  the  narratives  of  the  evangeliiti 
are  full  of  inconsistencies  with  each  other;  it  had  been  better  there  hid 
been  only  one,  and  then  it  could  not  at  least  have  been  charged  with  in- 
consistency; there  was  but  one  copy  formerly  extant,  which  the  pope 
got,  and  modelled  to  his  mind."  *^  There  is  no  reliance  to  be  placraos  I 
books  or  men ;  all  outward  means  are  to  be  rejected,  and  all  exteml  M 
miracles  had  no  effect  in  promoting  the  gospel."  'I 

These  sentiments  were  publicly  expressed  by  him  in  the  meetings  of  \ 
the  society ;  and  for  persevering  in  preaching  and  teaching  them,  b| 
was  disowned.  After  his  disownment  he  was  generally  reputed  to  bO 
in  full  unity  with  the  meeting  in  Green  street,  and  that  spoken  of  ii 
New  York,  in  correspondence  with  it ;  and  was  an  accepted  minister  with 
them ;  it  is  well  understood  to  be  the  case. 

Q.  Are  those  persons  who  acted  with  him  before  his  disownment, iiri 
who  have  setup  the  meeting  in  New  York,  understood  to  be  in  fuUnitT 
with  the  sentiments  which  he  taught  as  above  mentioned? 

A.  Yes,  they  are  well  understood  to  be  so ;  and  have  fully  manifested 
it  since.  They  continued  to  manifest  that  unity  with  him  during  his  lifi^ 
and  have  so  done  since  his  death,  by  a  memorial  which  they  have  publish- 
ed: which  memorial  has  been  made  an  Exhibit  in  this  cause. 

In  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  there  were  efforts  made,  nesrtT 
contemporaneously  with  those  brought  forward  in  Philadelphia  TetriT 
Meeting,  to  make  a  change  in  some  of  the  institutions  of  the  society, 
especially  as  related  to  the  appointment  of  elders.     A  proposition  fer 
which,  was  introduced  into  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Jericho,  of  which 
Elias  Hicks  was  a  member,  and  forwarded  through  the  intermedin* 
meetings  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  for  a  change  in  the  discipline  in  relfr 
tion  thereto.  The  proposition  was  deferred  from  year  to  year,  andfiosDj 
rejected.     These  propositions  came  from  meetings,  which  have  «"^ 
withdrawn  themselves  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society.     Ther 
were  advocated  ih  the  Yearly  Meeting,  by  individuals,  who  have  sinci^ 
withdrawn  themselves  from  the  society,  with  scarce  any  exceptions  tf 
far  at  I  recollect.     There  were  great  exertions  made  in  the  tevertl 
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Qnarterly  Meetings,  preceding  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  of  1838, 
to  obtain  representatives  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  favourable  to  the  views 
of  Elias  Hicks.  In  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Westbury,  to  which  he 
belonged,  double  the  usual  number  were  appointed;  six  persons  amongst 
tlie  most  respectable  and  useful  members  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  were 
Bsmed,  but  all  rejected,  and  no  person  was  permitted  to  serve  in  that 
ctpacity,  who  was  known  to  be  unfavourable  to  his  views. 

In  Cornwall  Quarterly  Meeting  a  course  nearly  similar  was  pursued; 
though  several  were  named,  but  only  one  person  opposed  to  his  senti- 
ments was  suffered  to  be  appointed.  Those  persons  who  were  named 
in  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting  for  representatives,  and  rejected  on 
these  occasions,  were  named  in  the  usual  regular  way,  with  the  ordina- 
ry deliberation,  and  were  amongst  the  most  valuable  and  useful  mem- 
bers of  the  meeting;  the  audience  was  called  upon  "  not  to  permit  any 
of  these  to  be  appointed,  but  to  assign  no  reason  for  it."  Those  per- 
sons who  were  thus  rejected,  were  persons  who  had  been  as  frequently 
appointed  to  that  service,  as  any  others,  for  years  past.  There  were  no 
objections  to  their  competency;  the  audience  was  instructed  not  to  as- 
sign any  reasons  for  rejecting  them,  and  no  reasons' were  assigned.  It 
is  contrary  to  all  usage  in  the  society,  so  to  overrule  nominations  in 
that  manner,  and  is  without  precedent. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock,  to-morrow  morning. 

Tuesday  morning,  September  21st,  10  o'clock.'  The  same  witness  in 
continuation.     Present  as  before. 

Q.  Have  those  meetings,  of  which  you  were  last  speaking,  identified 
.themselves  with  the  Green  street  meeting,  in  Philadelphia? 

A.  Those  meetings  are  constituent  parts  of  the  Hicksite  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  New  York,  which  is  understood  to  be  acknowledged  by  the  Green 
street  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  and  is  still  in  correspondence  with  it— ^ 
this  is  understood  by  general  report. 

The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Westbury,  of  which  Elias  Hicks  was  a 
member,  did,  previous  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1828,  recognise  a  minute 
of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  of  Pennsylvania  separatists,  accrediting  a  minis- 
ter of  their  meeting.  Those  individuals,  who  constitute  the  two  meet- 
ings at  Green  street  in  Philadelphia,  and  New  York,  are  known  by  the 
name  of  Hicksites^  in  consequence  of  adopting  his  doctrines  and  opinions* 
This  name  is  given  them  in  common  parlance,  as  well  as  in  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. 

I  spoke  yesterday  of  Elias  Hicks  having  been  laboured  with,  on  ac- 
count of  his  unsound  opinions,  by  the  elders,  as  far  back  as  fifteen  year* 
since;  I  was  one  of  the  elders,  and  in  that  capacity,  with  others,  treated 
Irith  him.  These  labours  were  repeated  with  him^  at  several  different 
times,  from  the  first  time  spoken  of.  The  subject  was  not  laid  before 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  discipline,  of  which  he  was  a  member,  by  the 
elders;  for  the  reason,  that  it  was  apprehended,  that  from  his  influence 
in  that  meeting,  he  would  be  supported  by  its  members. 

Besides  the  matters  of  unsoundness  of  doctrine  of  Elias  Hicks,  which 
I  hare  already  mentioned,  I  have  heard  him  state  views  in  relation  to 
Kason  and  revelation,  and  the  views  of  our  primitive  Friends,  in  the  fol- 
bwing  expressions,  viz.  ^  reason  is  equal  to  the  highest  revelation." 
And  at  another  time,  ^*  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  George  Fox,  or  his 
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iriews;  we  have  nothings  to  do  with  the  principles  of  our  eariy  Friend% 
but  to  advance." 

The  doctrines  and  principles  denied  by  Elias  Hicks,  and  of  which  I 
have  spoken,  were  always  believed  in,  and  considered  fundamentali  bf 
the  Society  of  Friends,  since  its  first  institution.     Pertisting  in  the  eip 
pression  of  a  doubt  or  disbelief  of  them,  has  always  been  considered  i 
sufficient  cause  for  disownmcnt,  and  I  have  known  it  many  times  enforced. 
The  society  has  always  considered  itself  bound  to  respect  those  doc- 
trines and  principles,  as  taug^ht  by  Georg^e  Fox,  Robert  Barclayi  sad 
others,  of  the  primitive  Friends — and  a  departure  from  the  principfel 
of  their  approved  writings,  has  always  been  considered  a  departure fitMi 
the  principles  of  the  society. 

The  sentiments  I  have  attributed  to  Elias  Hicks,  were  by  him  pik- 
licly  avowed  and  taught,  at  different  times,  in  the  different  meetiigii 
It  was  well  known  in  the  society,  for  a  number  of  years,  that  there  vai 
great  dissatisfaction  among  the  ministers  and  elders,  with  his  unsouid' 
views  and  opinions.  It  was  after  his  promulgation  of  these  unsond  ■ 
doctrines,  and  after  public  disapprobation  of  his  principles,  exprened 
in  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  which  he  belonged,  and  numerons  objeo* 
tions  made  to  his  travelling  as  a  minister,  that  he  received  a  minute  if 
approbation  from  the  meeting  spoken  of,  in  New  York.  The  obj 
tions  to  his  travelling  as  a  minister  were  overruled,  with  threatSf  that 
the  objectors  opposed  his  doctrines,  they  should  be  taken  up  bj 
overseers. 

Q.  Has  one  Yearly  Meeting  the  power  of  taking  cognizance  of 
minister  of  another  Yearly  Meeting,  who  is  teaching  unsound  d 
within  its  limits? 

A.  They  undoubtedly  have.    This  power  has  been  exercised  by 
society — it  was  exercised  in  the  case  of  Hannah  Barnard  travelling 
Great  Britain.     She  was  stopped  from  travelling,  on  account  of  the 
soundness  of  the  opinions  which  she  promulgated.     This  is  consi' 
the  proper  course  for  the  society  to  pursue  in  like  cases.     She  was  ^' 
member  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  travelling  with  its  cerdi* 
cate  as  an  approved  minister  of  the  society;  which  proceedings  VCK 
united  with,  by  the  meeting  to  which  she  belonged,  and  she  wis  di^ 
owned  on  the  same  charges. 

The  Society  of  Friends  in  England,  and  in  this  country,  are  consideisd 
as  one  body.    All  the  Yearly  Meetings,  both  in  Europe  and  Americii 
are  considered  as  forming  one  body,  although  exercising  local  authoril^' 
In  principle,  and  so  far  as  respects  religious  doctrine,  they  are  tbesifli' 
body — so  that  if  any  Yearly  Meeting  should  abandon  the  principles  w^ 
the  society,  it  would  be  considered  as  no  longer  belonging  to  the  grtf* 
body  of  Friends.     Members  of  the  society,  going  from  this  country  }• 
Europe,  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  membership 
there,  on  presentation  of  a  certificate  of  membership  here;  and  in  IB* 
manner,  a  member  from  Europe  coming  to  this  country,  would,  on  pi*" 
senting  such  certificate,  be  entitled  to  membership  here.     The  samertl* 
prevails  throughout  the  Yearly  Meetings  on  this  continent.    All  th« 
Yearly  Meetings  are  governed  by  the  same  principles,  but  exercise  lorf 
jurisdiction,  for  the  more  convenient  and  effectual  administration  of  tfc* 
discipline.  v 

The  counsel  for  Joseph  Hendrickson  here  rest  the  examination  B 
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chief,  and  the  said  Samuel  Parsons  being  cross-examined  on  the  part 
of  the  said  Stacy  Decow  and  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  affirms  as  follows: 

Question  by  counsel.  Are  you  a  minister  of  the  society? 

A.   Yes,  I  am  in  that  station. 

Q.  Are  you  in  religious  connexion  with  those  who  withdrew  from  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  in  New  York,  in  1828? 

A.  I  am  a  minister  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
in  New  York,  who  continued  the  sittings  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  1828. 

Q.   Were  you  among  those  who  left  the  house  at  that  Yearly  Meeting. 

A.  Among  those  who  continued  the  sittings  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in 
Rutgers  Medical  College,  in  New  York. 

Q.  Did  you,  or  not,  leave  the  meeting  house,  at  which  the  first  sitting 
of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  was  held  in  1828? 

A.   Yes. 

Q.  Had  you  not  previously  taken  a  decided  stand,  and  been  active,  in 
ropporting  the  cause  of  those  who  left  the  meeting  house  with  you? 

A.  I  had  been  active  in  supporting  the  order  of  the  society. 

Q.  Did  you  consider  that  those  you  acted  with  did  in  all  respects  sup- 
port the  order  of  the  society  in  their  public  measures? 

A.  I  consider  that  they  did. 

Q.  When  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society  is  convened,  do  they  not 
atirays  wait  before  they  proceed  to  business,  to  feel  themselves  baptized 
into  a  unity  under  the  head  of  the  church? 

A.  There  is  always  a  solemn  pause  at  the  opening  of  a  Yearly  Meeting, 
io  order  to  experience  a  qualification  for  rightly  conducting  its  business. 

Q.  Have  they  c^ver  held  it  right  to  proceed  in  any  business,  without 
that  unity  was  felt,  and  divine  guidance  obtained? 

A.  I  do  not  think  that  waiting  for  unity  is  considered  to  be  the  prin- 
dpal  object  of  the  solemn  pause;  but  the  object  is  to  experience  a  quali- 
fication from  the  great  head  of  the  church  to  take  up  and  transact  the 
business  of  the  society. 

Q.  Is  not  that  qualification  deemed  essential  to  the  rightful  transaction 
of  its  business? 

A.  Yes,  it  is. 

Q.  Would  it  be  consistent  with  this  principle  for  individuals,  pre- 
viously to  the  meeting,  to  prepare  and  digest  what  should  be  the  pro- 
ceedings of  that  meeting? 

A.  It  has  not  been  unusual  to  prepare  notes  of  minutes  for  the  first 
opening  of  the  meeting. 

Q.  Has  it  been  usual  thus  to  consider  what  should  be  the  subsequent 
acts  of  the  meeting? 

A.  My  remarks  about  notes  are  meant  to  apply  generally  to  the  pro- 
ceedings of  ihe /irst  sitting  of  the  meeting. 

Q.  Was  it  ever  known  that  the  minute  of  adjournment  of  the  first 
sitting  was  previously  prepared? 

A-  As  it  was  generally  short,  consisting  of  a  few  words,  it  was  pro- 
bably generally  written  at  the  close  of  the  sitting. 

Q.  What  is  the  business  usually  first  transacted  on  the  opening  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  The  first  business  is  calling  over  the  names  of  the  representatives 
from  the  Quarterly  Meetings,  from  the  written  reports  transmitted  to 
the  Yearly  Meeting. 
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Q.  Was  this  done  at  the  opening  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  of  ' 

1828?  , 

A.  Yes,  it  was  the  first  business  after  the  opening  of  the  meeting. 

Q.  Arc  these  usually  read  from  the  reports  from  the  Quarters? 

A.  No;  in  common  they  arc  not  read  from  the  reports,  excepting  when 
any  of  the  reports  are  omitted  being  handed  to  the  clerk  previous  to  the 
meeting :  in  such  case  they  are  read  from  them  in  the  meeting. 

Q.  Had  the  clerk  those  reports  with  him  at  that  sitting  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting? 

A.  I  had  all  the  reports  from  all  the  Quarterly  Meetings  in  my  pes-   . 
session.     I  had  with  me  in  the  house,  either  the  reports,  or  copies  of 
them;  copies  of  some,  and  the  originals  of  some,  most  likely. 

Q.  Is  it  usual  to  have  copies,  or  the  originals? 

A.  It  is  most  usual  to  have  the  originals. 

Q.  Had  it  not  always  been  usual  to  have  the  originals? 

A.  I  think  I  have  always  carried  the  originals  to  the  meeting  previous 
to  the  time  spoken  of. 

Q.  Why  not  also  on  this  occasion? 

A.  Because  I  was  apprehensive  that  they  would  be  wrested  from  me 
by  force. 

Q.  Was  the  book  of  minutes  in  the  meeting,  as  usual?  . 

A.  No,  it  was  not  in  the  meeting.  | 

Q.  Why  was  it  not  there?  i 

A.  For  the  same  reason  which  has  been  assigned  in  relation  to  the  ! 
reports;  and  because  it  was  not  needed  during  that  sitting  of  the  meeting.  ^ 

Q.  By  whom  did  you  expect  the  book  of  minutes  and  reports  wouU  jj 
be  taken  by  force?  H 

A.  I  apprehended  that  there  would  be  danger  of  it  from  some  of  the  '\ 
friends  and  supporters  of  the  Pennsylvania  separatists. 

Q.  Were  those  friends  and  supporters  a  part  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Yes,  they  were  assembled  with  other  members  of  the  Yearly  Mee^ 
ing. 

Q.  Were  they  members  of  that  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Yes;  the  supporters  of  the  Pennsylvania  separatists  were  members  jj 
of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York.  * 

Q.  Did  the  clerk  then  go  to  that  Yearly  Meeting,  expecting  to  acts* 
the  clerk  of  the  whole  meeting?  ' 

A.  Yes,  1  did;  and  did  so  act.  j 

Q.  Did  the  clerk  pay  any  regard  to  the  sense  expressed  by  those  who  j 
supported  what  he  calls  the  Pennsylvania  separatists?  1 

A.  I  certainly  did  not  consider  that  those  who  were  then  makings  \ 
noise  and  uproar  could  furnish  me  with  any  help  in  making  up  the  senie  \ 
of  the  meeting.  < 

Q.  The  clerk  then  did  not  regard  the  sense  expressed  by  them? 

A.  Not  the  sense  of  those  who  were  engaged  in  shouting  and  .stamping. 
Q.  Does  the  witness  undertake  to  say,  that  they  were  all  engaged  in 
shouting  and  stamping? 
A.  No,  I  do  not  undertake  to  state  so. 

Q.  Then  there  were  those  who  did  not  shout  and  stamp,  whose  sense 
the  clerk  would  not  take? 

A.  I  gave  due  weight  to  the  sentiments  of  all  who  could  be  distinctly 
understood. 
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Q.  Were  there  not  some  on  that  side  whose  sentiments  were  distinctly 
Uderstood? 

A.  There  were. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  undertake  to  say,  that  his  mind  was  so  impar- 
tially open  to  both  sides  as  that  the  sentiments  from  the  one  would  have 
l^nai  weight  with  the  sentiments  from  the  other? 

A.  They  had  their  due  weight,  when  expressed  in  calmness  and  de- 
Iberation. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  undertake  to  say  that  all  the  uproar  and  confusion 
WIS  on  the  part  of  those  who  supported  their  friends  from  Pennsylvania? 

A  It  was,  according  to  the  best  observation  that  I  could  make:  I  was 
^Ogtged  much  of  the  time  in  writing,  of  course. 

Q.  What  was  the  clerk  engaged  in  writing? 
'   A  In  writing  a  minute,  descriptive  of  the  state  of  the  meeting. 

Q.  Was  that  a  minute  of  adjournment? 

A.  No,  it  was  not  a  minute  of  adjournment. 

Q.  Was  there  a  minute  of  adjournment  prepared  in  the  meeting? 

A  No* 

Q.  Was  there  one  prepared  out  o(  the  meeting? 

A  No. 

Q*  Was  there  any  minute  of  adjournment  at  all  read  to  that  meeting 
ii  the  meeting  house? 

A  No,  there  was  no  minute  of  adjournment  read. 

Qi  YoQ  then  retired  without  a  minute  of  adjournment? 

A*  The  Yearly  Meeting  moved  without  a  minute  of  adjournment,  but 
without  a  minute. 
t  Q.  Did  the  whole  Yearly  Meeting  move  by  common  consent? 

A.  Those  who  were  attached  to  the  principles  and  order  of  the  society, 
gciiually  went  out. 

Q*  How  many  did  they  count,  leaving  strangers  out  of  the  reckoning? 

A  I  do  not  know  with  precision,  not  being  aware  of  any  enumera- 
tion being  made. 

Q*  What  is  understood  to  be  the  correct  proportion  between  the 
BMmbers  of  that  meeting  who  retired  from  the  house,  and  those  w^o 
WMined  in  it? 

A  Not  knowing  of  any  exact  enumeration,  of  those  composing  the 
Tctriy  Meeting,  sitting  in  Rutgers  College,  and  being  ignorant  how 
■•■y  remained  in  Hester  street,  I  am  unable  to  tell. 

Q»  Did  the  greater  number  go,  or  stay? 

A*  The  greater  number  remained  behind  in  Hester  street. 
•^  Qi  Had  not  the  majority  who  remained  in  the  house,  at  least  as  g^od 
*fiSht  to  consider  themselves  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  as  the 
•**>rity  who  withdrew? 
,   A.  1  think  not. 

'p  Had  they  ever  lost  any  of  their  rights  as  members? 
^  A»  Whatever  their  individual  and  separate  rights  might  be,  they  had 
*^  right  to  combine  and  hold  a  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q-  Had  they  not  the  same  right  that  you  had? 

A-  No. 

Q-  Why  not? 

A.  Because  their  attempt  so  to  do  was  in  open  violation  of  the  order 
•jldiKipline  of  the  society. 
,   X-  Was  it  not  equally  orderly,  for  the  greater  part  to  continue  its  sit- 
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ting  as  a  Yearly  Meeting,  as  for  the  lesser  part  to  go  away  and  hold  i 
Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  No,  not  under  their  circumstances. 

Q.  Was  the  disqualifying^  circumstance,  their  having  some  of  the 
cream  of  the  Philadelphia  Green  street  Yearly  Meeting  there^ 

A.  The  disqualifying  circumstances  were,  their  wilfully  retaining  with 
them  a  considerable  number  of  persons,  who  were  under  dealing,  or  who 
had  been  disowned  by  their  respective  meetings;  and  the  noise  and  up- 
roar which  they  had  made  in  the  meeting. 

Q.  What  was  the  evidence  produced,  of  the  disownment  of  the  per* 
sons  referred  to? 

A.  Minutes  of  their  disownment  made  by  their  respective  Monthly 
Meetings,  with  the  signatures  of  their  clerks. 

Q.  Were  those  minutes  produced  to,  and  recognised  by,  the  Yearif 
Meeting? 

A.  No,  they  were  not. 

Q.  How  did  the  meeting  know  they  were  not  members,  then? 

A.  By  information  given  by  a  number  of  their  members,  in  whom  the 
meeting  had  confidence. 

Q.  Did  the  meeting  demonstrate  its  confidence  in  those  statements, 
when  the  greater  part  of  it  refused  to  admit  them  as  true? 

A.  It  appeared  to  be  believed. 

Q.  By  whom? 

A.  By  Friends  generally ;  it  being  well  known  to  be  a  fact. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  designate  by  Friends  generally,  the  minority  who 
retired?  .1 

A.  No,  I  mean  members  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting,  then  ii  " 
attendance. 

Q.  Did  those  who  did  not  retire,  appear  to  believe  that  it  was  tne 
that  those  you  call  intruders,  had  been  disowned? 

A.  I  presume  ihey  considered  they  were  not  legally  disowned.  I  don't 
recollect  that  the  fact  of  their  being  disowned  was  denied. 

Q.  It  was  then  only  those  who  retired,  who  considered  them  legally 
disowned? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  they  thought,  I  can  only  judge  from  the  eX" 
pressions  that  I  understood,  as  stated  in  the  last  answer. 

Q.  Was  it  only  some  of  those  that  had  requested  them  to  withdraw 
from  the  meeting? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  but  one  instance  of  their  friends  expressing  1  re- 
quest for  them  to  withdraw. 

Q.  Did  those  whose  presence  was  objected  to,  take  any  active  partis 
the  meeting? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  their  taking  much  part  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
meeting ;  though,  as  I  before  mentioned,  being  much  engaged  in  writin^i 
I  perhaps  may  not  have  so  particularly  observed  as  some  others. 

Q.  How  many  of  that  sort  of  disownments,  was  the  clerk  furnished 
with? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  the  precise  number. 

Q.  From  what  meetings  were  they? 

A.  I  cannot  remember  particularly  the  meetings.  I  think  some  from 
Philadelphia,  and  some  from  country  meetings;  but  I  cannot  recollect 
particularly,  or  say  in  relation  to  them. 
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Q-  Were  they  meetings  represented  at  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  at 
Arch  street,  or  in  that  held  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets? 

A.  They  were  from  Monthly  Mceting;s  connected  with  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Friends,  whose  sittings  arc  held  in  Arch  street. 

Q.  Did  not  the  noise  and  confusion  spoken  of,  appear  to  be  the  result 
of  the  clerk's  declining  to  proceed  with  the  business  of  the  meeting? 

A.  It  appeared  to  me  to  be  the  result  of  that  spirit  of  insubordination 
ud  disorganization,  which  had  so  repeatedly  manifested  itself  in  the 
meetings  for  discipline,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  the  preceding  two 
1    years. 

Q.  During  all  that  time,  was  not  the  insubordination  referred  to,  that 
of  the  greater  part  to  the  less? 

A.  Without  regard  to  numbers  or  majorities,  the  insubordination  was 
manifested  in  an  open  violation  of  the  order  of  the  society,  which  re- 
quired that  meetings  for  discipline  should  be  select  from  others,  not  of 
the  society. 

Q.  Was  there  ever  any  complaint,  that  the  meetings  were  not  select, 
before  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1828? 

A.  There  had  been  a  previous  complaint  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
"^Vcitbury,  arising  upon  the  same  ground. 
Q.  Who  made  that  complaint? 

A.  A  large  proportion  of  the  most  useful  and  valuable  members  of  the 
lEieeting,  who  had  been  accustomed  to  take  an  active  part  in  its  proceed- 
ings. 

Q.  What  was  the  proportion  of  those  valuable  and  useful  members  to 
^lic  whole  meeting? 

A.  I  do  not  know  the  respective  numbers  in  the  said  meeting— they 
"W'epc  the  smallest  number- 

Q.  When  the  clerk  was  about  to  read  the  minute  prepared  in  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  1828,  did  not  many  seem  to  take  the  idea,  that  it  was 
i^  minute  of  adjournment  you  was  about  to  read? 

A.  A  considerable  number  made  calls  to  that  effect,  crying  out,  "no 
adjournment." 

Q.  Was  not  that  an  exciting  cause  of  some  noise  and  confusion? 
A.  Yes.  I  think  the  noise  that  some  made,  induced  others  to  increase 
it,  by  their  example. 

Q.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  request  the  meeting  to  hear  and  judge  of  it? 
A.  I  believe  he  did,  at  one  period.     I  requested  him  to  make  a  pro- 
position to  the  meeting  to  hear  me,  but  the  storm  had  been  raised  to 
»o  great  a  height  in  hisain^^  shoutings  stamjmig^  sfrikina^  ihc  floor  and 
^sneAet  with  their  canes  and  umbrellas^  that  it  was  evident  it  was  a  more 
difficult  procedure  to  allay  it,  than  to  increase  its  violence;  and,  there- 
fore, after  the  clerk  had  proceeded  in  reading  the  minute  for  continuing 
the  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  basement  story  of  the  meeting 
house,  to  a  part  in  which  it  is  stated  the  Pennsylvania  intruders  were 
I      unsound  in  principle  and  disorderly  in  practice,  he  then,  like  his  fol- 
I     lowers,  became  highly  excited,  and  turning  to  the  clerk,  he  said,  **  thee  is 
"01  the  clerk  of  the  meeting — thee  shall  not  be  allowed  to  read."   Then 
turning  to  the  audience,  he  said,  ^^do  not  let  him  read;"  and  how  faith- 
fully they  obeyed  this  watchword  of  their  leader,  is  well  remembered  by 
those  who  were  present. 

Q.  Was  it  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  that  the  Pennsylvania  intruders 
were  *^  unsound  in  principle  and  disorderly  in  practiced' 
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.'\.  I  took  the  sense  of  the  meeting  to  be  such,  and  accordingly  read 
a  minute  exprcssivo  of  it. 

Q.   Did  the  cK'rk  take  that  sense  from  the  greater  or  lesser  number 
of  the  voices  ol  ihi!  meeting? 

A.  I  took  it  from  those  whom  1  considered  to  be  in  a  fit   state  to 
take,  a  part  in  the  proceedings  of  a  deliberative  assembly,    amongst 
whom  1  considered  ihose  who  were  shouting  and  stamping  could  not  be     | 
reckoned.  ^       f 

Q.  Is  it  the  clerk,  or  the  meeting,  that  is  the  judge  of  the  right  qualiii-     * 
cations  of  its  members  to  take  part  in  its  proceedings? 

A.  It  is  undoubtedly  the  clerk  who  collects  the  sense  of  the  meedng: 
and  he  would  necessarily  pay  but  little  attention  to  the  expressions  of 
those  who  uttered  them  accompanied  with  hissing  and  shouting. 

Q.  Was  not  the  noise  spoken  of,  iifter  the  clerk  had  formcxl  the  minute, 
and  had  read  the  expression  that  the  Pennsylvania  intruders  were  unsound 
in  principle,  &c.  and  in  consequence  of  it: 

A.   From  my  observations,  it  appeared  steadily  to  increase  from  the 
beginning  of,  and  during,  the  reading  of  the  minute,  till  an  open  assault 
ivas  made  upon  the  table,  the  minute  which  the  clerk  was  reading  at- 
tempted to  be  snatched  from  his  hands,  and  the  clerks  forced  from  the 
places  in  which  they  wcrci  standing,  by  the  pressure  around  them. 

Q.  Had  not  the  clerk  been  requested  to  make  way  for  another  derl^? 
inasmuch  as  he  would  not  act  for  the  meeting,  but  for  a  party  in  i\%^ 
minority? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  it,  and  rather  think  there  was  no  silC^ 
civility  jiractised,  as  it  would  have  been  rather  out  of  place,  amidst  tlm^ 
violence  used  on  the  occasion. 

Q.  Had  not  some  of  those  who  withdrew,  had  a  previous  conferenc^^t 
to  determine  what  course  they  should  pursue  at  that  meeting? 

A.  After  the  experience  had  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  ministers  am  ^ 
elders,  held  on  the  preceding  Seventh-day,  in  which  a  number  of  thk  ^e 
Pennsylvania  separatists  presented  themselves,  and  being  supported  t^  7 
their  friends  and  favourers,  refused  to  withdraw,  but  remained  duriim  |g 
the  two  sittings  of  the  meeting  that  day;  and  the  support  that  th€3  J 
received  from  the  clerk  of  the  said  meeting,  who,  contrary  to  the  ord^P 
of  the  society,  retained  his  seat,  notwithstanding  another  clerk  liad  beef's 
proposed  by  the  reprcse.ntatives,  who  had  met  in  the  usual  manner  at  tirB€ 
close  of  the  first  sitting,  and  whose  nomination  had  been  confirmed  t> 7 
the  meeting;  yet  although  the  Pennsylvania  separatists  were  supports  <1 
by  only  a  small  part  of  the  ministers  and  elders  present,  they  refused  't:o 
withdraw,  and  of  course  no  other  business  was  transacted.     After  the^* 
events,  and  under  such  circumstances,  there  is  no  doubt  but  thatinA*' 
viduals  conferred  together  upon  such  a  remarkable  state  of  the  society^ 
Q.  Well,  what  was  the  result  of  that  conference?  ^ 

A.  It  would  be  dilTicult  for  me  to  state  the  diflerent  views  taken;  ** 
is  likely  they  varied  in  the  diiVercnt  individuals  who  conversed  wi*-** 
each  other.  I  presume,  however,  there  was  a  general  sentiment  thattl:*  • 
order  of  the  society  ought  to  be  sustained. 

Q.  Was  there  not  a  meeting  of  Friends  held,  to  consult  upon  tl^* 
course  they  would  pursue  in  the  first  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Ye»— I  myself  had  conversations  with  difierent  Friends,  sometim^^' 
one,  and  sometimes  more,  in  relation  to  the  stale  of  the  society. 
Q.  What  conclusion  was  arrived  at  from  these  consultations? 
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sard  ihe  views  of  different  Friends,  and  without  being  governed 
pursued  the  course  which  I  considered  my  duty,  as  clerk,  to 

s  it  not  anticipated  that  Thomas  Shillitoe  should  object  to  the 
those  persons  called  intruders,  and  that  it  would  result  in  a 
)f  the  meeting? 

as  entirely  unknown  to  me  that  he  expected  to  make  any  state- 
he  subject,  and  I  afterwards  learned,  that  it  was  equally  so  to 
Friends, 
.s  it  not  anticipated  that  that  meeting  would  be  divided,  and 

sre  was  some  reason  to  apprehend  it,  from  the  declarations  of 
he  followers  of  Elias  Hicks,  at  the  close  of  one  of  the  Quarterly 
,  shortly  before  the  Yearly  Meeting,  who  insisted  on  having  a 
le  reports,  prepared  by  the  said  Quarterly,  for  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing that  there  would  be  a  division  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
had  a  right  to  have  copies  of  the  accounts;  it  waa  further 
ded  from  the  conduct  of  the  ^'property  committee  of  the 
Meeting  of  New  York,"  who  shortly  before  the  Yearly  Meeting 
altered  the  locks  in  Rose  street  meeting  house,  and  also  the 
le  library  room  in  the  basement  story,  shutting  out  the  Meet- 
ifferings  from  using  it;  and  after  making  an  appointment  on 
f  the  select  Yearly  Meeting,  to  deliver  books  therefrom  to  the 
nittee,  on  their  attending  according  to  their  appointment,  re- 
leliver  any,  till  the  third  day  following. 

re  not  both  meeting  houses,  and  the  basement  story,  in  charge 
pilar  committees  upon  the  subject? 

ey  were  in  the  care  of  the  property  committee  of  the  Monthly 
of  New  York,  who  held  the  fee  in  the  land,  although   the 
eeting  having  an  interest  in  it,  had  a  right  tc  the  use  of  it. 
LS  it  not  by  that  committee  that  the  basement  story  was  kept 

ras  by  a  person  representing  himself  to  be  its  organ. 

L8  it  not  in  anticipation  of  the  event  that  occurred,  that  Rutgers 

'as  obtained? 

jn't  know  at  what  period  it  was  engaged»-^one  of  the  professors 

the  control  of  it,  was  a  member  of  Friends'  Yearly  Meeting, 

t  opened  for  its  reception. 

tre  the  representatives  in  the  select  meeting  itself  agreed  upon 

le  of  the  clerk? 

t  every  individual. 

d  not  the  old  clerk  been  re-nominated  by  some  representatives, 

isted  to  continue  by  a  portion  of  the  meeting? 

e  representatives  met  together  as  usual  at  the  close  of  the  first 

nd  the  great  body  of  them  agreed  to  propose  Joseph  Bowne 

•k  of  the  meeting,  and  directed  a  Friend  to  name  him  accord- 

the  representatives  rose  after  coming  to  this  conclusion,  a  per- 

1  that  some  of  their  number  would  make  a  different  statement, 

told  that  it  could  not  be  done,  for  it  was  disorderly*— they,  how- 

hout  wailing,  or  permitting  the  Friend  who  had  it  in  charge, 

iroposition  for  continuing  the  clerk. 

tiy  was  it  said  that  it  would  be  disorderly. 
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would  ^sk,  to  which  divUion  those  Friends  belonged  whom 
IDOsulicd  with,  preparatory  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1B3B? 
is  likely  amongst  the  individuals  whom  I  saw,  there  were  per- 
dlfferent  views;  some  decided,  and  some  undecided— and  t  now 
:t  instances  of  that  nature. 

happen  to  consult  with  any  of  those  who  remained 
ting  house'when  he  withdrew? 
consulted  with  some  who  went  to  the  Medical  College,  same 
home,  and  some  who  joined  the  Hicksite  connexion, 
he  witness  consider,  according  to  the  order  of  the  society, 
meeting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  may  he  changed,  without  a 
journment  to  that  place? 

la  clerk  of  a  meeting,  I  should  not  do  it.     In  the  instance 

to,  a  minute  was  first  made,  continuing  the  sitting  of  the  Yearly 

in  the  basement  story  of  Hester  street  meeting  house,  and  on 

inrcnled  from  occupying  its  properly,  a  minute  was  made,  irans- 

sittings  to  Kulgers  Medical  College. 

. that  minute,  continuing  its  sitting  to  the  basement  story,  a 

[of'«djoumment  or  not? 

ve  several  times  in  the  preceding  sitting  stated,  that  it  was 
lie  of  adjournment,  but  that  it  was  a  minute,  continuing  the 
the  Yearly  Metting  in  the  basement  siorj'. 
id  the  witness  ever  know  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  having  before  made 
continuing  its  sittings? 

I  had  known  of  a  similar  scene  of  violence,  I  should  have  ex- 
stmilar  proceeding. 

ts  the  witness  undertake  to  say  that  a  silting  in  the  basement 
_     id  a  silting  in  the  upper  story,  would  be  the  same  sitting? 
X  consider,  under  the  circumstances  of  violence  in  which  the  meet- 
*»a  held,  it  was  but  as  passing  from  one  room  into  another,  and 
^~     ■ "     '  .     .      ■  ually  transacted  at  the  first  sitting 

igh  with  by  Friends. 
.o  the  basement  story,  and  thence 

of  the  case. 

case,  was  it  not  the  common  and 
'  (hat  gave  validity  to  the  sitting  at  Rutgers  College? 
ular. movement  of  the  meeting  in  transferring  its  sittings, 
;avc  validity  to  it. 

0  those  sittings,  the  plural  number  being  now  used,  equally 
itithout  the  consent  of  those  who  remained  in  the  house? 

1  e  equally  valid,  whether  those  persons  approved  it  or  not. 
uarlcrly  Meetings  of  ihc  sociely,  by  the  like  common  cqu- 

■  '•A  to  meet  at  Rutgers  College  instead  of  Hester  street. 
ii'  meeting  have  had  the  same  validity? 
inly  would  not  be  valid,  and  they  could  not  exerciM  the 
Yearly  Meeting. 

fall  the  Quarters  had  chosen  to  send  representatives  to  a  difiereni 
ind  the  whole  society  concurred  and  attended  there,  would  not 
avftlid  Yearly  Meeting? 
\t  eeruinly  would  be  a  breach  of  the  order  of  aocietyj  and  such  an 
isaembly  could  not  set  up  the  least  claim  to  tlie  character  of 
Ijr  McQting  of  the  Society  of  Friends. 
I.— a* 


JlJ^fcttmably  thereto  the  business, 

n      ^''^**''''  Meeting,  was  gone  thrc 
J.V'  Was  then  the  sitting  continued 
«  Ihft    -wij,  hq  Ruigtrs  College? 
*■  *e  wai,  under  the  circumstance: 
(?  circumstances  of  ihi 
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Q.  Is  it  not  competent  for  the  whole  society,  both  to  commit  a  breacli 
and  to  heal  it? 

A.  Commit  as  many  breaches  as  they  may,  these  breaches  would  not 
certainly  constitute  them  a  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Would  it  not  be  as  easy  to  heal  a  breach  of  order  in  respect  to  a 
place  of  meeting,  as  to  make  a  sifting  in  Hester  street  mcetinj^^  house, and 
a  standing  at  the  basement  story,  and  a  sitting  at  Rutgers  College,  ud 
a  moving  intermediately,  all  one  sitting? 

A.  I  think  that  the  first  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  character, and 
even  the  existence  of  a  Yearly  Meeting,  and  that  the  latter  is  entirelf 
compatible  with  the  order  of  the  society. 

Q.  Was  it  not  the  common  consent  to  the  measure  that  made  it  com*  *\ 
patible  with  that  order?  \ 

A.  No,  I  do  not  consider  that  it  was  founded  on  the  consent,  baton 
a  strict  consonance  with  the  usages  and  institutions  of  the  society. 

Q.  Do  not  these  usages  and  institutions  themselves  depend  upon  the 
common  consent  of  the  society? 

A.  They  depend  upon  the  sense  of  a  meeting  obtained  as  before  a- 
plained,  and  not  on  a  common  consent  on  the  majority  system. 

Q.  Would  not  then  the  validity  of  one  sitting  at  these  places  depend 
on  the  sense  of  the  meeting  who  held  such  sitting? 

A.    Yes;  on  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  as  before  expressed,  in  con-    . 
formity  with  the  practice  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.  \ 

Q.   Has  there  ever  been  any  practice  similar  to  that  case?  ^ 

A.  There  had  always  been  a  practice  of  taking  the  sense  of  a  meeting 
in  this  way,  and  of  meeting  and  adjourning  from  time  to  time,  as  ap- 
peared to  the  meeting  to  be  expedient. 

Q.  The  meeting  then  was  governed  by  what  it  thought  expedient  un- 
der the  circumstances? 

A.  Yes,  it  was  by  the  very  natural  conclusion,  that  on  being  violendf 
forced  and  kept  out  of  one  building,  it  would  continue  its  sittingi  i> 
another. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  mean  to  say  that  those  who  withdrew  were  fio" 
lently  forced  and  kept  out  of  the  meeting? 

A.  Yes;  I  mean  to  say  that  the  meeting,  by  its  ofRcers,  was  riolenllf 
forced  from  its  location,  and  forcibly  prevented  from  occupying  anothe'    j 
apartment  in  the  same  building.  j 

Q.  Docs  the  witness  mean  to  use  the  terms  violently  forced^  in  a  morw    j 
or  physical  sense?  i 

A.   I  mean  ihcm  in  a  physical  sense. 

Q.  Docs  he  mean  to  say  that  they  were  taken  hold  of  bodily  and  turned    j 
out  of  the  house?  \ 

A.  I  mean,  to  explain  what  I  have  felt,  and  have  before  stated,  tb«t  ^ 
the  clerks  were  forced  by  violent  pressure  against  them,  from  their  place**    i 

Q.  Was  the  purpose  of  that  to  turn  them  out  of  doors?  . 

A.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  designs  of  assailants,  if  they  do  not   ] 
express  them,  except  by  their  actions.     Whether  the  persons  whowj*    ■ 
threatening  gestures  attempted  to  reach  the  clerk's  table  designed  siiA'   | 
ply  in  a  moderate  way  to  take  the  papers  from  them,  to  put  them  out" 
the  gallery  or  out  of  the  house,  I  have  no  other  means  of  ascertaining* 

Q.  Did  you  make  the  minute  continuing  the  sitting  before  or  afte'   ' 
these  threatening  gestures?  i 

A.  I  think  it  is  probable  it  was  before,  under  the  circumstances  w    ; 
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the  case,  inasmuch  as  the  storm  arose  to  its  greatest  height  while  the 
clerk  was  engaged  in  reading  the  said  minute. 

Q-  Whether  that  minute  was  vohintarily  made  by  the  Qlerk,  and  ac- 
ceded to  by  those  who  Ml  the  mcctin.q:? 

A.  The  minute  was  voluntarily  made  by  the  clerk,  and,  as  I  understand, 
acceded  to  by  those  who  continued  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Rutgers  Col- 
lege. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Wednesday  morning,  September  22nd,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock,  cross- 
examination  continued. 

Witness.  In  my  answer  to  the  last  question,  I  mean  to  be  understood, 
not  as  saying  that  our  proceedings  were  voluntary,  independently  of  the 
tumultuous  state  of  the  meeting,  but  that  we  were  forced  to  the  measure 
by  the  said  disorders.  In  the  ordinary  and  proper  state  of  things,  it 
Avould  not  have  occurred  to  make  such  a  minute,  but  it  was  warranted 
by  the  circumstances  then  existing. 

Question  by  Counsel.  Was  that  minute  entirely  made  within  the  meet- 
ing house? 

A.  During  the  discussion  relative  to  the  presence  of  the  Pennsylva- 
nians,  I  continued  writing  most  of  the  time,  and  made  several  essays  of 
minutes;  and  from  them,  and  the  heading  of  a  minute  which  I  had  with 
ne,  I  prepared  the  minute  which  was  adopted. 

Q.  The  minute  then,  that  was  attempted  to  be  read  in  the  meeting, 
was  not  adopted? 

A.  The  minute  which  was  adopted,  was  principally  prepared  in  the 
meeting. 

Q.  Where  was  the  rest  written? 

A.  I  think  likely  the  opening  of  the  minute  was  written  at  my  lodgings, 
as  far  as  I  now  recollect. 

Q.  And  additions  made  at  Rutgers  College? 

A.  I  believe  not,  I  have  no  recollection  of  any. 

Q.  Was  the  minute  which  was  finally  recorded,  in  the  precise  lan- 
guage of  the  essays  in  the  meeting,  or  was  it  made  up  from  the  substance 
of  them? 

A.  Yes,  I  believe  it  was  in  the  precise  language  of  the  minute  read  in 
the  meeting;  the  essays  were  different,  and  were  not  read  in  the  meeting; 
they  necessarily  varied  during  the  discussion ;  but  the  minute  was  read, 
and  was  the  same  that  was  recorded. 

Q.  Has  the  witness  got  that  minute  with  him? 

A.  No,  I  have  not. 

Q-  Was  it  adopted  before  the  separation? 

A.  Yes,  it  was  adopted  before  Friends  left  the  house. 

Q.  That  is,  it  was  adopted  by  those  who  left  the  house? 

A.  It  was  adopted  by  the  body  of  the  meeting,  as  I  took  it  to  be,  of 
those  who  were  in  a  state  to  deliberate. 

Q.  Did  the  body  of  the  meeting  leave  the  house? 

A.  It  has  been  before  stated,  in  this  examination,  I  think,  that  they 
were  the  lesser  number. 

Q.  Well,  was  it  adopted  by  the  greater  number? 

A.  It  was  adopted  by  the  meeting^-^as  I  consider. 

Q.  Did  the  greater  number  know,  that  that  minute  was  to  continue  the 
sitting  at  another  place? 


Q.  Did  the  greater  or  lesser  number  of  them  attend  there? 
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A.  I  am  unable  to  tell  how  much  they  heard. 

Q.  Were  they  not  assured  by  the  clerk  that  it  was  not  a  minute  Cf  ad- 
journment? 

A.  Yes.  The  question  was  asked,  and  the  clerk  replied  that  it  was  not 
a  minute  of  adjournment. 

Q.  Could  they  then  have  had  any  apprehension,  if  they  believed  the 
clerk,  that  it  was  to  be  a  minute  to  continue  the  sitting  at  another  place? 

A.  I  can't  tell  what  they  thought,  but  I  believe  a  large  portion  of  them 
were  in  such  a  state  of  excitement,  that  they  could  not  reflect  upon  the 
subject  deliberately.  , 

Q.  Did  not  the  clerk  bring  to  that  meeting,  a  book  of  blank  brown   ^ 
paper,  resembling  the  book  of  minutes?  l 

A.  The  book  which  I  had  most  nearly  resembling  the  book  of  minatei    j 
of  the  meeting,  was  the  book  of  discipline;  which,  however,  was  of  very 
small  dimensions,  compared  with  the  book  of  records. 

Q.  Was  there  not  such  a  book,  on  or  near  the  clerk's  table ;  a  booh  of 
blank  brown  paper? 

A.  No,  I  had  no  book  of  brown  paper. 

Q.  The  question  is,  was  there  such  a  book  on  the  table? 

A.  No,  I  know  of  no  book  of  brown  paper. 

Q.  Was  there  a  book  of  blank  paper  there? 

A.  No,  there  was  no  such  book  there;  there  was  a  leather  cover  with 
a  pocket  for  the  reception  of  papers,  and  some  blotting  leaves;  whatis 
ordinarily,  I  believe,  called  a  port  feuilU^  in  which  I  keep  my  papen  it 
home,  and  which  I  believe  is  now  in  my  valise,  with  papers  in  it. 

Q.  Did  the  clerk  usually  take  th2Lt  port  feuille  there  with  him  before? 

A.  No,  I  did  not  usually  take  it  there  before. 

Q.  Did  not  the  clerk  understand  before  he  went  to  meeting*  that  tber   J 
could  be  accommodated  in  Rutgers  College,  in  the  event  that  happenedr 

A.  I  did  so  understand  from  John  Griacom^  one  of  the  professors  of 
said  college. 

Q.  How  many  of  the  representatives  attended  at  the  meeting  at  Rut' 
gers  College? 

A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Did  not  the  clerk  call  their  names,  and  ascertain  those  who  were 
present? 

A.  They  were  called  at  the  opening  of  the  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing in  Hester  street,  and  I  have  never  known  them  called  the  wtsOfA 
time  during  the  iirst  sitting  of  any  Yearly  Meeting;  and  according  to 
usage,  they  of  course  would  not  be  called  over  in  Rutgers  College. 

Q.  Were  they  called  at  any  time  during  the  week,  at  Rutgers  Col* 
lege? 

A.  I  think  I  can't  speak  with  any  certainty,  but  my  impression  \h    \ 
that  they  were  not.  ^ 

Q.  Well,  about  how  many  attended  there?  , 

A.  I  don't  know,  I  can't  give  any  accurate  account^-<I  never  examine" 
the  accounts  particularly  with  that  view. 


A.  It  would  be  but  conjecture  in  me  to  speak  of  the  number,  I  thint 

Q.  At  Cornwall  Quarterly  Meeting  were  not  those  Friends,  irho«e 

names  were  not  taken,  named  so  rapidly,  that  the  clerk  could  not  uh« 

them.  I 

A.  I  was  not  there ;  ray  information  was  derived  from  those  who  we***   j 
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Q.  Theh  it  was  hearsay  testimony? 

A.  It  was  not  hearsay  testimony,  but  from  general  repute ;  this  was  a 
large  Quarterly  Meeting. 

Q.  Have  you  not  in  New  York,  conceded  to  the  majority,  who  are  in 
possession,  the  right  to  hold  the  property? 

A.  We  have  conceded  to  the  law  of  force;  not  being  willing  to  take  the 
same  measures  that  they  have  done  in  altering  the  locks,  &c.;  but  do 
not  admit  their  right. 

Q.  Why  have  you  not  done,  as  your  Friends  here  have,  brought  suits 
to  recover,  unless  you  have  admitted  their  right  to  hold  it? 

A.  We  were  under  different  circumstances  from  Friends  in  Pennsyl- 
vania; the  persons  of  the  Hicksite  connexion,  early  commenced  a  suit 
for  the  property  of  the  **Nine  Partners  boarding  school,"  which  it  is 
evident  could  not  be  sustained,  and  it  was  discontinued;  and  immediate- 
ly afterwards  forcible  possession  was  taken  of  fifty-five  acres  of  land  be- 
longing to  the  institution,  which  they  still  retain,  acquired  by  forcible 
entrance  and  detainer;  and  they  have  since  commenced  another  suit  at 
law  for  other  property,  so  that  Friends  have  only  had  to  submit  to  ille- 
gal intrusion,  and  defend  themselves  in  the  suits  commenced  against 
them. 

Q.  Are  those  the  circumstances  that  differ  your  case  from  that  of  your 
Friends  here,  and  which  account  for  your  not  bringing  suits,  as  they 
have? 

A.  I  think  the  circumstance  of  our  being  early  made  defendants, 
satisfactorily  accounts  for  our  not  being  plaintiffs. 

Q.  Among  all  this  forcible  expulsion,  have  they  ever  denied  you  the 
right  of  burying  in  the  burial  grounds  as  you  did  before  the  controversy? 
A.  They  have  closed  the  gates  against  us,  and  permitted  us  to  enter 
It  their  pleasure  and  discretion,  solely. 

Q.  When  requested  to  open  the  gates,  in  the  usual  way,  were  you 
CTer  denied  the  right,  freely  to  bury  the  dead? 

A.  Yes — ^they  deny  us  the  right— but  permit  it  as  a  favour,  when  their 
sexton  can  be  found.  And,  I  think,  they  would  not  refuse  the  favour, 
at  any  time,  on  being  applied  to. 

Q.  Did  they  ever  attach  to  the  acceptance  of  the  favour,  the  condition 
of  an  acknowledgment,  that  you  were  not  Friends? 

A.  They  attached  to  the  condition  of  our  burying  in  the  ground,  that 
it  should  be  under  their  control,  and  thus  acknowledge  their  autho- 
rity. 

Q.  Had  you  not  claimed  the  right  to  bury,  independently  of  the  usual 
regulations,  and  did  you  not  deny  any  right  of  those  who  had  long  been 
regularly  in  charge  of  the  grounds? 

A.  Friends  in  New  York  claimed  the  right  to  bury,  according  to  the 
asual  regulations,  on  the  subject. 

Q.  Did  those  usual  regulations  spoken  of,  emanate  exclusively  from 
your  division? 

A.  The  regulations  were  made  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  New  York, 
previously  to  the  separation. 

Q.  Were  not  the  officers,  who  have  the  charge,  and  are  in  possession, 
appointed  under  those  regulations? 

A.  The  officer,  having  the  charge,  has  been  appointed  since  the  sepa- 
ration.    Not  knowing  whether  the  Hicksite  Monthly  Meeting  has  modi- 
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A.  I  took  the  sense  of  the  meeting  to  be  such,  and  accordingly  read 
a  minute  expressive  of  it. 

Q.  Did  the  cK*rk  take  that  sense  from  the  greater  or  lesser  number 
of  the  voices  of  the  meeting? 

A.  I  took  it  from  those  whom  I  considered  to  be  in  a  fit  state  to 
take,  a  part  in  the  proceedings  of  a  deliberative  assembly,  amongst 
whom  I  considered  those  who  were  shouting  and  stamping  could  not  In 
reckoned. 

Q.  Is  it  the  clerk,  or  the  meeting,  that  is  the  judge  of  the  right  qualifi- 
cations of  its  members  to  take  part  in  its  proceedings? 

A.  It  is  undoubtedly  the  clerk  who  collects  the  sense  of  the  meeting: 
and  he  would  necessarily  pay  but  little  attention  to  the  expressions  of  ■ 
those  who  uttered  them  accompanied  with  hissing  and  shoutin^f. 

Q.  Was  not  the  noise  spoken  of,  after  the  clerk  had  formed  the  minute) 
and  had  read  the  expression  that  the  Pennsylvania  intruders  were  unsound 
in  principle,  &c.  and  in  consequence  of  it? 

A.  From  my  observations,  it  appeared  steadily  to  increase  from  the 
beginning  of,  and  during,  the  reading  of  the  minute,  till  an  open  assialt 
was  made  upon  the  table,  the  minute  which  the  clerk  was  reading  at- 
tempted to  be  snatched  from  his  hands,  and  the  clerks  forced  from  the 
places  in  which  they  were,  standing,  by  the  pressure  around  them. 

Q.  Had  not  the  clerk  been  re([uested  to  make  way  for  another  ckrkf 
inasmuch  as  he  would  not  act  for  the  meeting,  but  for  a  party  in  the    . 
minority? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  it,  and  rather  think  there  was  no  hA 
civility  practised,  as  it  would  have  been  rather  out  of  place,  amidst  the    i 
violence  used  on  the  occasion.  • 

Q.  Had  not  some  of  those  who  withdrew,  had  a  previous  conferencCi    ] 
to  determine  what  course  they  should  pursue  at  that  meeting? 

A.  After  the  experience  had  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  ministers  and    ' 
elders,  held  on  the  preceding  Seventh-day,  in  which  a  number  of  the 
Pennsylvania  separatists  presented  themselves,  and  being  supported  by 
their  friends  and  favourers,  i*efused  to  withdraw,  but  remained  daring    [ 
the  two  sittings  of  the  meeting  that  day;  and  the  support  that  th^ 
received  from  the  clerk  of  the  said  meeting,  who,  contrary  to  the  order 
of  the  society,  retained  his  scat,  notwithstanding  another  clerk  had  been    . 
proposed  by  the  representatives,  who  had  met  in  the  usual  manner  atthe     • 
close  of  the  first  sitting,  and  whose  nomination  had  been  confirmed  bf     ^ 
the  meeting;  yet  although  the  Pennsylvania  separatists  were  supported 
by  only  a  small  part  of  the  ministers  and  elders  present,  they  refusedto 
withdraw,  and  of  course  no  other  business  was  transacted.     After  the* 
events,  and  under  such  circumstances,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  indi'    | 
viduals  conferred  together  upon  such  a  remarkable  state  of  the  society* 

Q.  Well,  what  was  the  result  of  that  conference? 

A.  It  would  be  difficult  for  me  to  state  the  different  views  taken;  if    . 
is  likely  they  varied  in  the  diflferent  individuals  who  conversed  trith 
each  other.     I  presume,  however,  there  was  a  general  sentiment  that  the 
order  of  the  society  ought  to  be  sustained. 

Q.  Was  there  not  a  meeting  of  Friends  held,  to  consult  upon  th« 
course  they  would  pursue  in  the  first  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting^? 

A.  Yes»— I  myself  had  conversations  with  difterent  Friends,  sometime*    ^ 
one,  and  sometimes  more,  in  relation  to  the  state  of  the  society.  | 

Q.  What  conclusion  was  arrived  at  from  these  consultations? 
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A.  I  heard  Ihc  views  of  different  Friends,  and  without  being  governed 

them,  pursued  the  course  which  I  considered  my  duty,  as  clerk,  to 
quire. 

Q.  Was  it  not  anticipated  that  Thomas  Shillitoe  should  object  to  the 
tting  of  those  persons  called  intruders,  and  that  it  would  result  in  a 
vision  of  the  meeting? 

A.  It  was  entirely  unknown  to  me  that  he  expected  to  make  any  state- 
ent  on  the  subject,  and  I  afterwards  learned,  that  it  was  equally  so  to 
ir  other  Friends. 

Q.  Was  it  not  anticipated  that  that  meeting  would  be  divided,  and 
iparate? 

A.  There  was  some  reason  to  apprehend  it,  from  the  declarations  of 
nne  of  the  followers  of  Elias  Hicks,  at  the  close  of  one  of  the  Quarterly 
[eetings,  shortly  before  the  Yearly  Meeting,  who  insisted  on  having  a 
»py  of  the  reports,  prepared  by  the  said  Quarterly,  for  the  Yearly  Meet- 
g,  alleging  that  there  would  be  a  division  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
at  they  had  a  right  to  have  copies  of  the  accounts;  it  was  further 
prehended  from  the  conduct  of  the  '^  property  committee  of  the 
Diithly  Meeting  of  New  York,"  who  shortly  before  the  Yearly  Meeting 

1838,  altered  the  locks  in  Rose  street  meeting  house,  and  also  the 
:k  of  the  library  room  in  the  basement  story,  shutting  out  the  Meet- 
f  for  Sufferings  from  using  it;  and  after  making  an  appointment  on 
2  day  of  the  select  Yearly  Meeting,  to  deliver  books  therefrom  to  the 
.d  committee,  on  their  attending  according  to  their  appointment,  re- 
icd  to  deliver  any,  till  the  third  day  following. 

Q.  Were  not  both  meeting  houses,  and  the  basement  story,  in  charge 
the  regular  committees  upon  the  subject? 

A.  They  were  in  the  care  of  the  property  committee  of  the  Monthly 
eeting  of  New  York,  who  held  the  fee  in  the  land,  although    the 
larly  Meeting  having  an  interest  in  it,  had  a  right  tc'the  use  of  it. 
Q.  Was  it  not  by  that  committee  that  the  basement  story  was  kept 
»sed? 

A.  It  was  by  a  person  representing  himself  to  be  its  organ. 
Q.  Was  it  not  in  anticipation  of  the  event  that  occurred,  that  Rutgers 
feUege  was  obtained? 

-A--  I  don't  know  at  what  period  it  was  engaged*— one  of  the  professors 
to  had  the  control  of  it,  was  a  member  of  Friends'  Yearly  Meeting, 
d  had  it  opened  for  its  reception. 

Q.  Were  the  representatives  in  the  select  meeting  itself  agreed  upon 
e  change  of  the  clerk? 
A.  Not  every  individual. 

Q.  Had  not  the  old  clerk  been  re-nominated  by  some  representatives, 
d  requested  to  continue  by  a  portion  of  the  meeting? 
Ji.  The  representatives  met  together  as  usual  at  the  close  of  the  first 
iting,  and  the  great  body  of  them  agreed  to  propose  Joseph  Bowne 

be  clerk  of  the  meeting,  and  directed  a  Friend  to  name  him  accord- 
gly;  as  the  representatives  rose  after  coming  to  this  conclusion,  a  per- 
il stated  that  some  of  their  number  would  make  a  different  statement. 
It  were  told  that  it  could  not  be  done,  for  it  was  disorderly*— they,  how- 
'cr,  without  wailing,  or  permitting  the  Friend  who  had  it  in  charge, 
ade  a  proposition  for  continuing  the  clerk. 

Q.  Why  was  it  said  that  it  would  be  disorderly. 
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A.  Yes.  I  think  it  would  be  rig^ht  for  the  elders  to  visit,  and  mak^ 
inquiry  of  a  minister  in  relation  to  opinions  which  he  had  publicly  pn^. 
mulgatcd,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  question. 

Q.  Would  they  have  a  right  officially  in  such  case,  to  sit  upon  an<f 
adjudge  his  ministry,  and  stop  him  in  the  progress  of  his  journey, under 
regular  certificate? 

A.  They  would,  if  he  did  not  make  satisfactory  explanations,  have  i 
right  to  request  him  to  suspend  his  travelling,  till  further  investigation 
should  be  made,  in  the  regular  order  of  the  society. 

Q.  Would  they  have  this  right,  although  after  the  delivery  in  the  face 
of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  of  what  is  alleged  to  be  unsound,  his  own  MontUf 
and  Quarterly  Meetings,  belonging  to  that  Yearly  Meeting,  had  granted 
him  certificates  to  travel. 

A.  It  is  difficult  to  give  an  answer,  in  such  a  supposed  case,  not 
knowing  all  its  circumstances;  but  I  consider  that  the  general  ande^ 
standing  of  the  society  is,  that  it  is  competent  for  the  elders  in  any  dli- 
trict,  where  a  minister  is  travelling,  to  inquire  whether  he  has  publicl7 
promulgated  doctrines,  which  it  has  been  alleged  he  has  done,  in  con- 
nexion with  the  necessity  of  their  knowing  whether  he  is  likely  to  repeat 
such  promulgation. 

Q.  Is  it  regular  for  the  elders  of  four  other  Monthly  Meetings  to 
come  to  the  aid  and  combine  with  the  elders  of  that  Monthly  Meetings 
to  sit  officially  in  judgment  on  the  soundness  of  ministry  delivered  in 
foreign  parts? 

A.  I  consider  it  to  be  proper,  for  any  portion  of  elders,  if  they  con- 
sider it  to  be  necessary,  to  ask  the  advice  and  aid  of  others  of  their  bre- 
thren in  the  same  station. 

Q.  Was  there  any  precedent,  or  usage,  of  the  kind,  before  the  receot 
troubles  in  the  society? 

A.  Yes.  The  case  of  Hannah  Barnard,  already  stated,  I  consider  lobe 
a  case  in  point. 

Q.  Was  her  case  taken  up  by  a  combination  of  the  elders  of  sereral 
meetings,  and  against  her  consent,  or  without  her  consent? 

A.  Yes.  I  understand  from  my  recollection  of  the  case,  that  it  wai 
taken  up  by  the  elders  of  several  meetings,  without  her  consent,  mennioK 
her  approbation:  she  did  not  approve  of  their  taking  it  up. 

Q.  Was  not  her  case  taken  up  by  the  London  morning  meeting  for  mi- 
nisters and  elders,  a  meeting  corresponding  with  our  annual  select  meeting 
for  ministers  and  elders,  upon  the  question  of  the  endorsement  of  herce^ 
tificate,  with  a  minute  of  approbation? 

A.  The  morning  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  in  London,  is  not  the 
same  in  its  character,  with  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  in 
this  country,  inasmuch  as  it  is  constituted  of  the  ministers  and  elders  in 
London  and  its  vicinity,  and  the  complaint  against  her  was  madebja 
person  from  another  country,  or  island,  and  for  opinions  which  she  bad 
avowed  in  said  country. 

Q.  Was  not  the  meeting  that  took  cognizance  of  her  case,  a  regularlj 
organized  meeting,  established  by  the  discipline  of  the  society? 

A.  Yes,  it  was  so. 

Q.  Did  she  not  consent  to  her  case  being  investigated  by  that 
meeting? 

A.  It  is  a  considerable  time  since  I  read  her  statement  of  the  caa^ 
and  I  do  not  recollect  this  particular. 
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Q.  Did  it  appear  that  she  took  exception  to  its  jurisdiction, and  refused 
to  have  her  case  investigated  by  it? 

A.  I  should  presume  not,  as  she  afterwards  appealed,  through  the 
intermediate  meetings,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  not  the  charge  take  place  on  the  question  of  the  usual  endorse- 
ment of  her  certificate,  with  an  approbatory  minute? 

A.  According  ta  the  best  of  my  recollection,  it  was  not  under  such 
circumstances,  but  in  relation  to  a  prospect,  which  she  had  communi- 
cated, of  travelling  oti  the  continent  of  Europe. 

Q.  Had  she  not  then  completed,  or  nearly  so,  her  visit  within  the 
limits  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting;  and  was  it  not  that  she  might 
take  her  departure  thence,  that  a  certificate  was  presented  for  the  usual 
endonement?    ^ 

A.  I  do  not  -recollect  how  extensively  she  had  travelled,  or  whether 
her  visit  was  nearly  accomplished.  My  impression  is,  that  the  subject 
was  not  in  relation  to  the  endorsement  of  her  certificate,  but  respect- 
ing her  travelling  on  the  continent  of  Europe.  However,  I  do  not 
undertake  to  speak  with  certainty,  as  it  is  a  good  while  since  I  have 
read  it. 

Q.  Does  not  the  witness  recollect  this  remarkable  incident,  that  it 
wu  said  in  the  meeting,  if  it  did  not  endorse  her  certificate,  as  she  had 
acertificate  of  full  unity  of  service,  from  the  national  half  year's  meeting 
of  Ireland,  there  would  be  an  inconsistency;  when  the  representative 
from  Ireland  said  he  wished  that  that  certificate  had  not  been  brought 
into  view,  as  that  meeting  was  in  an  unsound  state,  and  any  thing  that 
it  should  say,  should  not  be  relied  upon,  or  words  to  that  effect? 

A.  I  have  no  distinct  recollection  of  those  particulars. 

Q.  Did  not  the  unsoundness  charged  against  her  occur  within  the 
limits  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  My  impression  is  that  it  was  considered  to  have  occurred  in  Ireland. 

Q.  Is  not  Ireland  represented  in  the  London  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  there  is  usually  sent  a  representative 
or  representatives,  as  well  as  maintained  an  epistolary  correspondence; 
although  it  is  a  separate  and  distinct  Yearly  Meeting,  having  legislative 
and  judicial  authority. 

Q.  Is  not  the  Half  Year's  Meeting  of  Ireland  a  part  of  the  London 
Yearly  Meeting,  as  the  Half  Year's  Meeting  of  Canada  is  a  part  of  New 
York  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  No,  its  organization  is  entirely  different;  I  do  not  know  of  any 
Half  Year's  Meeting  of  Friends  in  Ireland;  it  is  a  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
its  style  is  ^^The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  Ireland."  It  makes  its 
own  discipline,  tries  appeals  from  its  subordinate  meetings,  and  is  there- 
fore a  legislative  and  judicial  assembly. 

Q.  Was  it  so  when  Hannah  Barnard  visited  there? 

A.  I  don't  know  when  it  was  organized  in  its  present  state. 

Q.  Was  it  so  when  Hannah  Barnard  visited  there? 

A.  I  do  not  know  the  state  of  its  organization  at  that  time;  I  think  it 
probable  that  changes  therein  have  taken  place  within  the  last  thirty 
years;  it's  about  that  time  since  she  went  there. 

Q.  Has  the  witness  no  recollection  whether  the  change  was  before  or 
after  she  left  that  kingdom? 

A.  Although  I  do  not  distinctly  recollect,  my  impression  is  that  it 
^as  since. 
Vol.  I.— 25 
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Q.  What  Monthly  Meeting;  issued  the  disownihent  which  haft  been 

exhibited  against  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  The  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho. 

Q.  Did  Elias  Hicks  belong  to  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  He  was  a  member  of  that  Monthly  Meeting  when  he  was  Tisited 
by  its  overseers. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  attend,  or  acknowledge  himself  to  4)elong  to,  a  Monthly 
Meeting  under  the  name  of  **  Westbury  and  Jericho?" 

A.  I  do  not  belong  to  that  Monthly  Meeting,  biit  I  presume  he  never 
attended  it  after  the  separation  in  the  society;  to  what  extent  he  denied 
its  authority,  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Was  it  then  a  meeting  set  up  after  the  separation? 

A.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Westbury  put  down  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Jericho,  on  account  of  its  members  having  generaNy  seceded  from 
the  society,  and  joined  the  remaining  members  to  Friends  of  Westbnry 
meeting,  and  directed  that  they  should  together  constitute  a  Monthly 
Meeting,  to  be  called  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho. 
This  was  aftfr  the  separation  in  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  consent  to  be  laid  down  by  the  Qnar^ 
terly  Meeting?  / 

A.  I  have  never  understood  it  made  any  objection  to  it. 

Q.  Did  it  join  the  new  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  The  Friends  of  Jericho  Preparative  Meeting  thenceforth  attended 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Westbury  and  Jericho  at  Westbury. 

Q.  About  what  proportion  of  them  in  number? 

A.  I  do  not  recollect  of  what  number  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Jericfao 
consisted,  but  the  number  who  remained  with  Friends  was  very  smftlL 

Q.  Did  the  large  number  continue  to  hold  what  they  call  a  Monthly 
Meeting? 

A.  They  did. 

Q.  Then  they  did  not  consent  to  be  Idd  down  by  the  Quarter? 

A.  I  presume  they  had  nothing  to  do  either  with  consenting  or  declin* 
Ing,  having  broken  off  their  connexion  with  the  society,  and  formed  a 
part  of  a  new  religious  association. 

Q.  Did  they  do  any  thing  in  respect  to  consenting  or  declining? 

A.  As  I  said  before,  they  could  not  do  it,  having,  previous  to  that 
measure's  being  adopted,  chosen  to  form  a  new  connexion. 

Q.  What  was  the  act  by  which  they  formed  a  new  connexion? 

A.  They  connected  themselves  with  an  association  in  New  York  calling 
itself  a  Yearly  Meeting,  which  had  broken  off  from  the  society. 

Q.  Were  not  they,  and  those  with  whom  they  were  connected,  con- 
siderably the  greater  number  in  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting,  in  Westbury 
Quarterly  Meeting,  and  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting,  and  did  not  those 
meetings  continue  to  meet  at  the  usual  times  and  places? 

A.  They  were  considerably  the  greater  number  within  the  limitft  of 
Jericho  Monthly  Meeting,  of  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting,  but  not 
considerably  the  greatest  number  within  the  limits  of  New  York  Yearly 
Meeting.  Their  meetings  continued  to  be  held  at  the  usual  times  and 
places. 

Q.  Was  Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  before  the  act  of  laying  down*  in 
any  way  arraigned,  or  brought  upon  its  trial? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  its  being  arraigned  before  the  Quarterly 
Meeting. 


195 

Q»  Was  it  put  down  without  accusation  or  trial,  or  its  consent? 

A.  It  was  put  down  on  account  of  the  reduction  of  its  numbers,  pro- 
duced by  the  secession  of  so  many  from  the  society. 

Q.  It  was  then  only  those  that  remained  attached  to  you,  that  wet'C 
pat  down? 

A.  The  whole  Monthly  Meeting  was  put  down. 

Q.  Did  those  that  remained  attached  to  you  compose  the  whole  Month- 
ly Meeting? 

A.  No;  those  who  seceded  were  still  members  of  the  society. 

Q.  Was  not  Hartford  Monthly  Meeting  put  down  on  its  own  appli- 
cation, and  by  its  own  consent? 

A.  Yes,  I  believe  it  was. 

Q.  In  the  former  state  of  the  society,  did  the  witness  ever  know  of  a 
Monthly  Meeting  being  put  down  except  by  its  own  consent? 

A.  I  do  not  know  of  any  refractoriness  in  Monthly  Meetings  previous 
to  the  present  period;  if  they  had,  I  have  no  doubt  any  such  Monthly 
Meetings  would  be  dissolved  by  their  Quarterly  Meetings. 

Q.  When  it  was  proposed  to  the.New  York  Yearly  Meeting  to  set  up 
anew  Yearly  Meeting,  to  be  composed  of  meetings  then  within  its  limits, 
were  not  those  meetings  then  represented  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
therefore  did  they  not  unite  in  its  conclusions? 

A.  Some  of  the  members  of  all  those  meetings  were  at  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  but  the  conclusion  was  come  to  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  large, 
without  any  particular  reference  to  those  individuals,  or  the  representa- 
tives of  those  Quarterly  Meetings. 

Q.  Had  they  any  cause  of  complaint  that  their  rights  had  been  vio- 
lated and  trampled  upon,  and  the  terms  of  their  compact  broken,  by  those 
who  ruled  in  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  They,  in  common  with  other  parts  of  the  society,  had  no  ground 
for  such  complaints,  and  they  consequently  made  none. 

Q.  When  the  witness  spoke  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting,  being 
connected  with  the  London  Yearly  Meeting,  and  raising  money  for  it, 
did  he  mean  to  say  that  it  was  subordinate,  or  under  any  obligation  to 
niie  money  for  it? 

A.  I  designed  simply  to  state  the  fact,  that  New  York  Yearly  Meet- 
ing hadt  at  different  times,  raised  money  for  the  use  of  London  Yearly 
Meeting,  at  its  request,  not  as  an  instance  of  subordination. 

Q.  Is  not  every  Yearly  Meeting  independent  of  every  other  Yearly 
Meeting? 

A.  It  is  independent  of  other  Yearly  Meetings,  separately  considered, 
but  it  is  dependent  on  the  great  body  of  the  society. 

Q.  Dependent  for  what? 

A.  Foi^  its  character,  and  even  existence,  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the 
society. 

Q.  Would  not  a  Yearly  Meeting  have  a  character  and  existence  as  a 
Society  of  Friends,  without  connexion  with  any  other  Yearly  Meeting, 
if  it  professed  to  be  such  society,  and  adopted  and  acted  upon  its  prin- 
ciples? 

A.  No,  not  if  it  were  disavowed  by  the  other  Yearly  Meetings;  which, 
no  doubt,  would  be  sanctioned  by  public  opinion,  as  we  cannot  conceive 
that  one  Yearly  Meeting  would  be  disavowed  by  the  society  at  large, 
unless  there  was  a  departure  in  principle,  or  act,  from  the  institutions 
of  the  society.     I  therefore  answer  in  the  negative — no. 
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Q.  The  case*I  put  was  of  a  Yearly  Meetings  who  profetaeS  lo  be  i 
Society  of  Friends,  and  adopted  and  acted  upon  its  principles;  could  not, 
or  would  not,  such  a  Yearly  Meeting  be  a  Society  of  Friends,  without  soy 
connexion  with  any  other? 

A.  Certainly  not — for  their  professing  or  pretending  to  profess  tbe 
principles  of  the  society,  and  to  act  conformably  to  them,  might  be 
judged  very  differently  of  by  the  society  at  large;  which  might  consider 
said  meeting  to  have  widely  departed  from  the  principles  by  which  the 
society  is  bound  together. 

Q.  Is  not  that  to  suppose,  that  if  the  premises  assumed  in  the  qvei* 
tion  be  true,  that  the  rest  of  the  society  were  under  a  mistake,  unce  it 
does  not  assume  that  they  had  widely^  or  at  all,  departed  from  its  pris- 
ciples? 

A.  I  think  it  only  goes  to  prove,  that  that  Yearly  Meeting  considered 
its  state  to  be  better  than  the  society  at  large  was  willing  to  admit;  ud 
that  it  does  not  suppose  that  the  rest  were  under  a  mistake. 

Q.  Does  not  each  Yearly  Meeting  make  its  own  discipline,  and  is  not 
that  obligatory  only  within  its  own  limits? 

A.  It  does  make  its  discipline  in  a  certain  degree;  but  that  still  woald 
be  limited  by  the  received  doctrines  and  institutions  of  the  society. 

Q.  Does  not  each  Yearly  Meeting  make  to  its  discipline  what  addi- 
tions it  pleases? 

A.  It  is  limited  in  that  by  the  acknowledged  principles  of  the  societjf 
if  it  desire  to  be  considered  of  the  number  of  the  Yearly  Meetings  con- 
stituting it;  so  that  if  a  Yearly  Meeting  should  recommend  the  practice 
of  murder,  or  adopt  the  atheistical  creed,  it  would  be  disavowed  by  the 
society  at  large,  and  be  rejected  by  the  community,  as  being  no  pvt  of 
the  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  Has  it  not  happened  that  the  discipline  of  one  Yearly  Meedog  bii 
varied  in  essential  points  from  that  of  another? 

A.  They  likely  often  have,  as  relates  to  local  concerns,  but  never  ii 
respects  the  fundamental  principles  of  christian  faith,  which  have  been 
always  held  and  maintained  by  the  whole  society. 

Q.  Has  any  discipline  of  the  society  undertaken  to  define  what  are  the 
fundamental  principles  of  faith  held  by  the  society? 

A.  Yes.  I  apprehend  most  of  the  disciplines  of  the  several  Yeiriy 
Meetings  contain  them. 

Q.  Is  there  any  such  discipline  that  you  consider  to  contain  all  the 
fundamental  principles  of  faith  held  by  the  society? 

A.  I  believe  they  contain  the  principal  articles  of  christian  faith,  ivA 
those  who  promulgate  opinions  repugnant  to  any  of  them,  would  be 
brought  under  the  exercise  of  said  discipline. 

Q.  Are  these  the  only  standards  of  soundness  of  faith  by  which  a  ncD* 
ber  may  be  tried  and  disowned? 

A.  That  would  be  determined  by  the  executive  meetings,  in  etch 
Yearly  Meeting,  in  the  construction  of  its  discipline. 

Q.  Each  Yearly  Meeting  then  would  have  the  independent  right  to 
put  such  a  construction  upon  the  discipline,  as  should  afford  a  standtrd 
of  faith  within  its  limits? 

A.  Every  Yearly  Meeting  has,  no  doubt,  a  right  to  put  a  construction 
upon  the  discipline  which  it  has  made. 

Q.  Is  not  each  Yearly  Meeting  in  possession  of  the  supreme  poW^r* 
of  legislation  and  judicature? 
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A.  It  has  the  legislative  power  to  enact  discipline,  under  th^rovision 
of  subordination  to  the  principles  of  the  society — and  of  d^iding,  in 
judgment,  without  an  appeal  lying  to  any  other  body. 

Q.  Is  not  it  then  the  sole  judge,  whether  the  rules  it  enacts  are  in 
conformity  with  the  principles  of  the  society? 

A.  It  may  judge  so<— but  if  it  judge  wrong,  in  the  opinion  of  the  great 
body  of  the  society,  it  would  doubtless  overrule  it? 

Q«  In  what  way  would  the  great  body  of  the  society  overrule  it? 

A.  It  would  be  presuming  too  much,  for  me  to'  say  what  course  they 
would  adopt,  to  express  their  disunity  with  such  a  meetings— it  would 
Ibsbtless  be  formed  after  a  comparison,  in  some  way,  of  their  feelings 
■Bd  views. 

Q.  If  the  Yearly  Meeting  that  made  the  TVLlQjfvilled  that  it  should  stand, 
would  it  not  stand? 

A.  No— it  would  not  stand  as  the  act  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  so- 
ciety. 

Q.  Not  if  it  was  according  to  the  principles  of  the  society,  though  the 
dtlier  Yearly  Meetings  might  disagree  in  respect  to  it? 

A.  I  do  not  admit  that  such  a  case  will  occur,  as  that  the  Society  of 
Friends  will  abandon  its  fundamental  principles. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  understand  me  as  haying  put  such  a  case? 

A.  I  think  it  is  included  in  the  question;  but  if  my  answer  is  not  ex- 
pBcitv  I  will  try  to  make  it  so. — It  would  not  be  an  act  of  a  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  the  society,  but  an  act  of  a  distinct  body  of  people,  disavowed  by 
tke  society  at  lar^. 

Q.  Have  not,  m  fact,  the  disciplines  of  the  different  Yearly  Meetings 
of  this  continent  been  so  variant,  that  the  subject  of  harmonizing  them 
kai  frequeptly  engaged  the  attention  of  Friends'  Yearly  Meetings? 

A.  They  agree  in  most  important  points  of  a  general  nature.  The 
Stt^ect  of  reconciling  what  few  important  differences  there  were,  has  at 
Afferent  times,  for  a  number  of  years  past,  engaged  the  attention  of  some 
of  the  Yearly  Meetings — those,  which  are  of  importance  are  so  few,  that 
they  appear  latterly  to  claim  less  attention,  on  account  of  their  dimin- 
ished number. 

Q.  Have  not  the  different  Yearly  Meetings,  that  you  acknowledge  as 
tach,  since  the  separation,  appointed  representatives  to  a  general  con- 
vention, with  the  object  of  harmonizing  the  discipline? 

A.  There  have  been  persons  appointed  by  all  the  Yearly  Meetings  of 
Friends  on  this  continent,  to  meet  in  a  general  committee,  to  consider 
<tf  subjects  appertaining  to  the  interest  and  welfare  of  the  society. 

Q.  Were  thty  engaged  upon  the  object  of  harmonizing  the  discipline? 
^  A.  That  was  not  the  particular  subject  that  engaged  their  delibera- 

UOB. 

Q.  What  was  the  subject  of  their  deliberations? 

A.  The  principal  subject  of  their  deliberations,  was  the  preparation 
of  a  document,  entitled  **  the  testimony  of  the  Society  of  Friends  on  the 
Continent  of  America,"  which  has  been  approved  and  adopted  by  all  the 
Vearly  Meetings  of  Friends  on  this  continent,  without,  as  I  believe,  a 
dissenting  voice  in  any  one  of  them. 

Q.  Is  the  witness  willing  to  state  the  substance  of  it? 

A.  Yes,  I  will  state  it;  it  contains  the  principles  of  the  Society  of 
^riendsy  as  it  has  ever  held  and  maintained  them,  from  its  first  rise  to 
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the  presiBt  day.    I  mean  doctrines  and  testimonies  {  the  fiindM&enUi 

principles  and  peculiar  testimonies  of  the  society. 

Q.  Has  it  been  published? 

A.  It  is  in  train  for  publication,  and  will  be  before  long. 

Q.  The  witness  mentions  that  the  consent  of  a  London  Yearly  Mssfr 
ing  was  given  to  the  establishment  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meedog. 
Was  that  consent  requisite  to  its  establishment? 

A.  I  am  pleased  that  the  subject  has  been  mentlonedf  as  it  enables  me 
to  correct  the  expression,  which  does  not  convey  a  clear  idea  of  tbs 
measure  adopted,  for  it  did  actually  establish  it;  declaring  that  tlim 
should  be  a  Yearly  Meeting  on  Long  Island,  and  appointing  corresponl- 
ents  on  Long  Island,  and  in  London. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock,  to-morrow  morning. 

Thursday  morning,  September  23d,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Crosses* 
amination  of  the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Q.  It  was  not  then  established  by  the  Rhode  Island  Yearly  Meedsg? 

A.  It  was  established  by  both  London  and  Rhode  Island  Yearly  MecM 
ings. 

Q.  Could  it  not  have  been  a  valid  Yearly  Meeting,  without  beip| 
esta^blished  by  the  London  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  It  was  a  valid  Yearly  Meeting,  as  it  was  establishedi  and  I  jtUak 
it  would  have  been  a  valid  Yearly  Meeting,  if  established  by  Bhttip 
Island  alone.  < 

Q.  Was  it  any  more  essential,  that  it  should  have  been  eatabUshtdbf 
the  London  Yearly  Meeting,  than  by  the  Philadelphia  or  Mwrj^ 
Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  think  I  have  answered  that  question,  by  saying,  that  it  was  vslii 
as  established  by  the  Rhode  Island  and  London  Yearly  Meetings)  til 
further,  that  its  powers  were  ample  and  complete. 

Q.  In  what  way  is  the  connexion  between  the  diflTerent  Yearly  Ibflt- 
ings  kept  up? 

A.  As  great  bodies  of  the  society,  principally  by  epistolary  )Com- 
apondence. 

Q.  Is  not  that  epistolary  correspondence  merely  a  fraternal  salatstios 
in  gospel  love? 

A.  It  is  not  merely  that,  but  it  also  embraces  a  recognition  of  Ik 
character  and  authority  of  the  other. 

Q.  Has  the  national  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ireland  ever  held  such  COBC* 
spondence  with  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  this  continent? 

A.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  Ireland,  (that  is  its  charactoj 
has  for  a  long  time  maintained  annually  such  a  correspondence  vilk 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  which  I  am  a  member;  and  I  believe  itdoeswiA 
other  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  also,  on  this  continent. 

Q.  Directly  with  the  Yearly  Meeting,  in  the  usual  way? 

A,  Yes,  directed  immediately  to  ^  the  Yearly  Meeting,"  in  the  ntu) 
way. 

Q.  How  long  since  have  they  done  s»b? 
^  A.  I  cannot  recollect  the  precise  period,  but  I  should  think  all  tte 
time  that  I  have  been  clerk  of  the  Yearly  Meeting;  fourteen  years. 

Q.  Did  not  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting,  and  the  Virginia  Yearly 
Meeting,  exist  as  valid  Yearly  Meetings,  for  a  century  or  more,  withoat 
any  such  correspondence? 
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A.  I  do  not  know  h6w  long  Virginia  has  been  a  Yearly  Meeting;  and 
can  give  no  opinion  upon  that:  it  is,  however,  my  impression  that  it  is 
ID  ancient  Yearly  Meeting;  I  believe  of  long  standing. 

Q.  When  did  the  correspondence  commence  between  those  Yearly 
Meetings? 

A.  In  the  year  1838, 1  think. 

Q.  Does  the  subordination  of  meetings  for  discipline,  consist  in  any 
thing  more,  than  to  give  the  superior  meeting  the  right  to  entertain  ap- 
peals in  the  cases  pointed  out  by  the  discipline,  and  to  extend  advice 
when  the  reports  of  the  subordinate  meetings  indicate  the  want  of  it, 
and  to  lending  their  aid  when  asked  by  the  subordinate  meetings? 

A.  It  does.  They  are  entirely  accountable  to  their  superiormeetings, 
which  extend  not  only  advice,  but  their  authority  over  them,  asked  or 
unasked;  and  if  they  prove  refractory,  it  is  enforced. 

Q.  Is  then  the  control  of  the  superior  meeting  over  the  subordinate, 
absolute  and  unconditional? 

A.  li  is  absolute,  within  the  limits  of  the  discipline  of  the  society; 
sad  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  which  I  belong,  they  have  an  entirely  con- 
trolling authority. 

Q.  Does  the  discipline  of  that  Yearly  Meeting,  correspond  in  that 
respect* with  the  discipline  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  It  is  my  opinion,  that  the  views  which  I  have  given  in  relation  to. 
the  anbordination  of  meetings,  are  applicable  to  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Mcetingf  and  all  other  parts  of  the  society. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  indicate  what  pari  of  the  discipline  confers  that 
pewter? 

A.  I  think  it  is  under  the  head  of  '^  meetings  for  discipline*'-— and  the 
•rid  article  shows  their  subordination. 

Q.  Does  that  subordination  extend  to  give  control  by  any  one  meeting, 
over  the  property  of  any  other  meeting,  without  the  consent  of  the  latter? 

A.  It  is  complete  over  all  the  proceedings  of  the  subordinate  meet- 
isg,  which)  of  course,  must  include  its  property. 

Q.  Do  you  then  hold  that  a  superior  meeting  may  lay  down  a  subor- 
diflate  meeting,  and  transfer  the  congregation^  or  the  members,  without 
their  own  consent,  and  all  their  property,  to  another  meeting? 

A..Undonbtedly-— their  consent  is  not  necessary. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  refer  to  any  usage,  or  precedent,  of  the  kind,  in 
dthe  history  of  the  society,  previous  to  the  late  division? 

A.  There  have  been  a  number  of  instances,  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
New  Yorky  since  the  separation  in  1828,  and  they  would,  at  any  time 
previously,  have  taken  place,  had  there  been  occasion  for  the  exercise 
of  such  authority.  The  same  disorganizing  spirit  not  having  before 
■MBifested  itself,  I  have  no  recollection  of  such  cases  having  occurred. 

Q.  Who  assigned  the  name  of  Hicksites  to  those  Friends  you  are 
opposed  to? 

A.  I  think  my  recollections  go  back  to  its  being  early  used  by  that 
connexion  themselves;  and  that  Elias  Hicks  himself  remarked,  that  such 
a  person  was  a  good  Hicksite;znd  at  the  time  of  the  separation,  I  heard 
one  of  thdr  most  influential  members  say,  in  a  Quarterly  Meeting,  that 
the  term  Hkksiie  would  hcftreafter  become  as  honourable  a  term  as 
Qsakernow  is. 

Q.  Have  they  ever  adopted  it,  in  any  official  capacity? 

A.  I  hiTe  never  understood  that  they  did,  as  meeting^? 
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Q.  Have  not  those  of  your  side  constantly  endeavoured  to  aflSz  that 
name  upon  them  as  a  stigma,  and  to  make  it  appear  that  they  are  not 
Friends? 

A.  I  believe  it  is  not  done  as  a  stigma.  And  they  not  being  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,  whatever  name  may  be  given  them,  does  not  make 
it  more  or  less  so.  It  is  designed  as  a  necessary  distinctive  appeUatioa, 
and  with  the  same  propriety  that  the  followers  of  Luther  and  Calvia 
are  called  Lutherans  and  Calvinists,  after  the  founders  of  their  respecdfe 
societies.  And  I  wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  it  is  with  these  views 
and  feelings,  and  no  other,  that  I  have  used  the  term  in  the  course  of 
this  examination. 

Q.  WsS  it  for  a  like  necessity  of  a  distinctive  appellation,  that  yw 
have  adopted  the  character  of  Orthodox  FriendsP 

A.  I  do  not  consider  that  the  Society  of  Friends  has  ever  adopted  tlie 
term  orthodox^  as  a  distinctive  name  by  which  it  is  known. 

Q.  Is  it  not  adopted  to  distinguish  them  by  your  counsel  in  the  pr> 
ceedings  in  this  case? 

A.  I  think  I  have  not  read  the  original  bill  in  this  cause,  and  do  not 
know  which  solicitor  first  used  it.  I  never  read  the  bill,  and  do  not  kaov 
the  contents  of  it. 

Q.  How  did  the  witness  know  that  those  whom  he  terms  8eparadBt% 
were  designated,  in  judicial  proceedings,  by  the  term  HicknUr 

A.  I  observed  it  to  be  the  case,  I  thought,  in  the  subsequent  bills  ii 
this  cause,  and  it  has  also  occurred  in  the  hearing  and  decision  of  legal 
controversy  in  the  state  of  New  York. 

Q.  Has  it  not  always  been  so  used  by  the  counsel  opposed  to  Umns 
you  call  separatists? 

A.  I  understand  it  to  have  been  used,  by  both  counsel,  without  heii' 
tation. 

Q.  Is  it  so  used  in  any  document  subsequent  to  the  original  bill,  pr^ 
pared  by  counsel  in  this  cause,  except  in  Hendrickson's  answer? 

A.  I  recollected  that  it  was  to  be  found  in  part  of  those  documentK-* 
but  I  have  not  read  either  of  them  attentively. 

Q.  Does  not  the  same  part  designate  those  on  your  side  as  the  wtkh 
dox  party? 

A.  I  understand  it  so. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  cite  the  cases  of  disownment  for  unsoundness  is 
doctrine,  which  he  has  mentioned,  as  analagous  to  the  recent  disowa- 
ments  made  by  those  he  calls  **  the  society?" 

A.  It  was  the  exercise  of  the  same  authority,  now  exercised  by  MontUf 
Meetings,  and  for  a  departure  from  the  principles  of  the  society,  in  va- 
rious ways. 

Q.  Did  your  testimony,  or  certificates  of  disownment,  in  one  instsact 
in  fifty,  assign  the  holding  of  infidel  opinions,  or  anti-christian  doctrine^ 
as  the  cause  of  disownment? 

A.  In  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  which  I  am  a  member,  the  disownments 
were  generally  founded  on  the  persons  uniting  themselves  with  those  who 
had  departed  from  the  principles  and  order  of  the  society. 

Q.  Would  you  undertake  to  say,  from  your  knowledge,  that  in  oac 
case  in  fifty,  those  whom  you  call  separatists  have  adopted  opinions, 
doctrinal  opinions,  such  as  have  been  ascribed  to  Elias  Hicks,  during 
the  examination  of  the  witnesses  on  your  side? 

A.  I  do  believe  that  many  more  have,  for  in  the  visits  in  a  discipUaary 
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reating  with  such  personsi  in  which  I  have  been  considerably, 
to  my  sorrow  and  surprise,  I  found  that  those  who  expressed 
ir  views,  did,  very  generally,  acknowledge  their  adherence  to 
.nions,  and  I  have  understood  from  other  Friends,  that  it  was 
isively  so,  in  other  parts  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Westbury. 
.  you  find  that  those  persons  agreed  with  you  in  their  recoUec- 
nderstanding,  of  what  Elias  Hicks  delivered  in  his  public  mi- 

I— they  appeared  generally  to  understand  it  in  the  same  manner. 

len  and  where  were  those  sentiments  delivered  by  Elias  Hicks, 

u  have  given  in  evidence  as  unsound? 

icipally  in  the  meetings  of  Flushing,  Westbury,  and  New  York, 

nt  periods;  I  think,  from  1818  to  1827. 

mot  the  witness  give  the  precise  date  and  place? 

m  do  it. 

ase  to  let  us  have  it? 

*'  Nine  Partners  Meeting,"  for  worship.  Tenth  month,  4th, 
t  fourth  month,  27th,  1820,  at  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting; 
th  month,  28th,  1820,  at  Westbury  meeting  for  worship;  the 
lonth,  1821,  at  Westbury  Quarterly  Meeting;  the  ninth  month, 
S3,  at  Flushing  meeting;  the  tenth  month,  22nd,  1823;  the 
nonth,  24th,  1823,  at  Westbury  meeting;  the  second  month, 
6,  at, Flushing  meeting;  the  first  month,  19th,  1827,  at  Jericho 

the  ninth  month,  6th,  1827,  at  Flushing.  They  were  all  meet- 
rorship;  and  also,  on  the  first  month,  25th,  1836,  at  Westbury. 
iments,  which,  in  my  examination,  I  have  attributed  to  Elias 
ere  expressed  by  him,  in  my  hearing,  at  some  of  the  times  and 
ove  mentioned,  in  different  discourses ;  some  at  one  time  and 
1  some  at  another. 

;se  were  but  a  small  part  of  the  whole  discourse  delivered, 
'  not? 
tj  were. 

i  it  been  the  understanding  of  the  society,  that  its  members 
id  by,  or  chargeable  with,  all  the  sentiments  of  a  minister  or 
hose  conduct  and  ministry  were,  in  the  general,  approved  by 

at  must  depend  upon  a  variety  of  circumstances  which  may 
te  case. 

5  it  ever  held  itself  bound  by  or  chargeable  with  all  the  senti- 
Fox,  Barclay,  Penn,  Whitehead,  Pcnington,  Fisher,  Bailey, 
d  other  eminent  writers  of  the  society? 
at  depends  upon  the  sanction  which  the  society  has  given  to 

J  will  suppose  them  sanctioned  by  the  usual  way  of  their  pub- 

s.  It  will  be  necessary  to  know  what  is  meant  by  the  usual  way 
ubiication. 

1.  By  direction  of  a  Meeting  for  Sufferings. 
IS.  There  are  different  modes  of  sanctioning  them*— that  is  one, 
Mrith  the  authority, 
lat  are  the  other  modes? 

England  it  is  by  a  different  authority— by  the  meeting  of  minis- 
elders  of  London. 

—26 
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Q.  Is  it  not  well  understood  that  all  the  writings  of  the  authors  I 
named,  have  received  the  latter  kind  of  sanction? 

A.  I  do  not  understand  it  so. 

Q.  Has  the  >vitncss  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  works  of  thoie 
writers  were  published  out  of  the  usual  order? 

A.  I  believe,  and  my  opinion  is,  that  but  a  part  of  those  writings  have 
ever  received  the  sanction  above  spoken  of. 

Q.  Have  not  the  writings  of  all  those  men  been  well  approved  in  the 
society? 

A.  I  do  not  know  of  any  expression  of  the  society  in  relation  to  aon- 
siderable  part  of  them,  presuming  that  they  have  never  been  submitted 
for  its  consideration  or  approbation. 

Q.  What  ground  has  the  witness  for  believing  that  but  a  part  of  thoie 
writings  were  thus  sanctioned? 

A.  By  a  general  impression  and  belief  that  but  few  of  those  writingi 
have  ever  been  considered  as  sanctioned  and  received  by  such  meetings. 

Q.  Whether  sanctioned  or  not  by  such  meeting,  were  or  were  tliej 
not  evidence  of  what  the  doctrines  of  the  society  then  were,  and  charg^ 
able  on  the  whole  body? 

A.  They  cannot  be  considered  as  evidences  of  what  the  principles  of 
Friends  were  in  those  times,  in  cases  where  the  society  has  never  ex- 
amined or  sanctioned  them. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  know  of  those  whom  he  calls  separatists  ever 
having  published  works  of  Ellas  Hicks  under  the  sanction  of  the  society? 

A.  I  do  not;  for  with  their  views,  that  full  liberty  should  be  exerdied 
in  this  respect,  I  am  informed  by  general  repute,  that  within  the  liiniti 
of  the  Yearlf  Meeting  of  New  York,  it  is  considered  to  be  an  infringe- 
ment of  their  just  rights,  to  exercise  any  kind  of  censorship  over  the  preis 
on  religious  opinions. 

Q.  If  early  Friends  published  their  books  without  such  sanction,  did 
not  they  claim  or  exercise  the  same  liberty?  • 

A.  That  will  depend  upon  the  discipline  in  use  in  different  parts  of 
the  society.  In  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  New  York,  to  which  I  have  jurt 
referred,  individuals  are  not  allowed  to  publish  on  religious  doctrineii 
without  the  approbation  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings;  those  to  whom 
the  counsel  has  referred  in  the  question,  that  is  early  Friends,  if  thef 
published  without  such  sanction  as  is  referred  to  above,  they  undoubt- 
edly exercised  the  same  liberty  which  is  claimed  by  the  separatists  oi 
New  York.  If  they  published,  they  probably  believed  that  thcyhsds 
right  so  to  do. 

Q.  If  their  works  were  published  with  the  highest  sanction  that  the 
society  has  usually  given,  would  the  society  be  bound  by,  and  chargeable 
with,  all  the  sentiments  contained  in  them? 

A.  The  principles  contained  in  the  works  which  have  received  ibo 
highest  sanction  of  the  society  having  been  approved,  arc  considered  to 
be  acknowledged  and  adopted  by  the  society. 

Q.  Would  they  be  bound  by  them  in  the  sense  that  other  religion 
societies  are  bound,  by  what  they  call  their  artichs  offaith^  or  erudu? 

A.  The  society  will  certainly  be  bound  by  all  that  is  adopted  and  inaA| 
its  own  as  before  expressed;  in  relation  to  the  comparison  between  it  tW" 
other  religious  societies,  I  am  unable  to  answer,  for  want  of  knowing  t<> 
what  extent  they  are  bound. 
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Q.  Has  the  society  ever  adopted  any  declaration  of  faith,  equivalent 
to  the  generally  received  idea  of  a  creed? 

A.  Friends  acting  on  behalf  of  the  society,  have  at  different  times  pre- 
pared and  published  declarations  of  their  religious  faith.  I  don't  know 
of  any  that  is  headed  with  the  term  creed. 

Q.  Were  those  declarations  for  the  purpose  of  explanation  to  the  pub- 
lic and  the  civil  authorities,  or  were  they  meant  as  the  declaration  of  the 
society  within  itself,  of  its  terms  of  religious  association? 

A.  They  were  generally  made  in  order  to  exhibit  to  the  government 
and  the  community  at  large,  their  faith  and  belief  in  the  fundamental 
doctrines  of  the  christian  religion;  and  were  undoubtedly  very  service- 
able, not  only  in  that  way,  but  also  in  communicating  to  their  members 
at  large  a  knowledge  of  the  principles  which  had  been  declared  to  be 
those  of  the  society.  I  believe  they  were  particularly  designed  for  the 
former  x>bject  named  in  the  question. 

Q.  Were  they  ever  adopted  as  the  terms  of  religious  communion  by 
the  society? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  Friends  being  required  to  declare  their 
anent  to  them,  verbally  or  by  subscription. 

Q-  Was  not  a  book,  entitled  the  '*  Select  Works  of  William  Penn,'*  pub- 
lished under  the  sanction  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  London  in  1771? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  such  a  sanction,  and  I  fully  believe  it  was 
not  g^ven. 

Q.  Have  not  the  writings  of  William  Penn  been  esteemed  in  the  so- 
ciety as  equally  authoritative  with  those  of  Fox  and  Barclay? 

A.  I  think  not,  for  they  have  not  received  the  sanction  of  the  society, 
according  to  my  apprehension,  as  heretofore  stated. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  state  what  writings  have  received  the  sanction  of 
the  society? 

A.  I  believe  that  Robert  Barclay's  Apology,  and  Catechism  or  Con- 
httion  of  Faith,  have  been  so  approved. 

Q«  Are  these  all  that  have  been  so  approved? 

A.  I  think  it  is  probable  there  are  more;  but  I  can  enumerate  but  few 
that  have  received  the  sanction  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  London. 

Q.  Please  to  enumerate  all  the  witness  knows  of. 

A.  It  is  a  subject  with  which  I  am  not  conversant  enough  to  name 
many:  I  think  I  have  heard  that  some  of  Georg^  Fox's  writings  were, 
hit  I  cannot  speak  with  distinctness  upon  it. 

Q.  Did  Barclay  himself  contemplate  his  Apology  and  Catechism  being 
tdopted  by  the  society  in  the  light  of  a  creed? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  he  thought  upon  the  subject. 

Q.  Did  not  he,  Fox,  Penn,  and  other  early  writers  object  to  the  pro- 
priety of  any  truly  religious  society  being  bound  by  a  creed,  or  what  is 
equivalent  thereto? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  their  objecting  to  give  an  exposition  of 
their  religious  principles. 

Q.  Has  the  witness  no  knowledge  or  recollection  of  Barclay's  using 
snch  language  as  this,  **  that  the  society  was  not  gathered  by  an  unity 
of  opinion,  or  by  a  tedious  and  particular  disquisition  of  notions  and 
opinions,  requiring  an  assent  to  them,  and  binding  themselves  by  leagues 
and  covenants  thereto?" 

A.  No— I  do  not  remember  any  such  expressions. 

Q.  Does  not  the  witness  remember  such  an  expression  as  this,  by 
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Penn,  ^^  they  distinguish  between  imposing  any  practice  that  immediatdj 
regards  faith  or  worship,  which  is  never  to  be  done,  or  suffered,  orBub- 
xnittcd  to,  and  requiring  christian  compliance  with  those  methods  that 
only  respect  church  business,  in  its  more  civil  part  And  concern?" 
A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  such  expressions. 


saysj 

the  apostle' 

the  martyr's  faith,  should  not  all  people  look  unto  him  to  be  the  "  author 

and  finisher  of  their  faith?" 

A.  I  do  not  perceive  any  such  sense  in  it^^though  I  do  not  partica- 
larly  recollect  those  expressions  as  now  rendered. 

Q.  Did  not  early  Friends  in  preaching  the  universality  of  the  gospd 
dispensation,  and  that  Christ  cnlighteneth  every  man  that  cometh  into 
the  world,  disclaim  the  idea  of  being  disectP 

A.  I  do  not  perceive  any  such  inference  to  be  drawn  from  it. 

Q.  Is  there  not  such  an  inference  to  be  drawn  from  this  expression  of 
Fox's,  ^*  all  that  deny  the  grace  that  brings  salvation  are  sect  makerti 
and  are  not  in  the  universal  faith,  grace,  and  truth,  which  the  apostles 


were  inf" 


A.  I  cannot  draw  any  such  inference  from  it. 

Q.  Would  you  think  applicable  to  Friends'  Society,  this  definition  of 
a  sect  given  by  Barclay,  p.  696,  of  his  works*-*''  a  sect  is  a  company  of 
people  following  the  opinions  and  interpretations  of  a  particular  man,or 
set  of  men." 

A.  I  think  that  that  is  not  applicable  to  the  Society  of  Friends  y  t 
definition  of  its  character. 

Q.  Would  it  not  be  applicable  to  your  society,  if  you  follow  the  opinions 
and  interpretations  of  Barclay  himself,  he  being  a  particular  mam  or  of 
the  committee  from  the  Yearly  Meetings,  which  met  in  Philadelphia, in 
1 829,  they  being  a  set  of  men  P 

A.  It  would  be  applicable  to  the  Society  of  Friends  if  it  received  tbeiDi 
without  reference  to  any  other,  or  higher  authority. 

Q.  Was  it  not  another  and  higher  authority  that  originally  brought 
the  society  together,  and  long  maintained  it  in  harmony  by  the  opera- 
tions of  his  Holy  Spirit? 

A.  Yes,  it  was  a  higher  authority. 

Q.  Was  it  not  the  profession,  to  use  the  language  of  William  PeWi 
"  of  that  blessed  principle  of  the  light  and  life  of  Christ  that  it  directed 
all  people  to,  as  the  great  and  divine  instrument  and  agent  of  man's  con- 
version to  God,"  that  distinguished  them  as  a  society? 

A.  It  was  one  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  the  society. 

Q.  Was  it  not,  in  the  language  of  Barclay,  "  this  inward  power  that 
gave  victory  over  sin,  that  brought  it  together,  and  that  was  its  firitand 
chiefest  principle?" 

A.  The  society  has  always  held,  that  it  was  gathered  together  by  the 
spirit  and  power  of  the  Lord. 

Q.  Did  not  early  Friends  hold,  that  the  spiritual  manifestation  was  of 
gradual  growth,  and  that  to  bind  the  members  of  the  society,  whate^r 
was  their  stage  of  growth,  to  a  belief  of  this  or  that  religious  dogin»i 
would  be  to  set  limits  to  the  power  of  the  Almighty? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  their  entertaining  such  a  belief. 

Q.  Did  they  not  believe  with  Barclay,  ''  that  it  was  best  to  receive  and 
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follow  the  faith  and  doctrines  of  Christ,  as  purely  preached  and  held 
forth  by  him,  and  not  the  opinions  and  interpretations  of  men?" 

A.  In  answering  such  numerous  quotations  from  various  authors, 
which  the  witness  does  not  recollect,  it  is  to  be  understood  that  he  relies 
on  the  authority  of  the  counsel  for  the  correctness  of  such  quotations. 
I  conclude  they  did  so  believe — with  this  correction  of  the  expression, 
that  such  fiuth  and  doctrines  were  to  be  followed,  in  preference  to  all  doc- 
trines and  opinions  of  men. 

<^.  Did  not  William  Penn  convey  a  true  idea  of  the  view  of  the  society, 
when  he  said,  '^thcy  required  conformity  upon  no  human  authority,  but 
upon  confiction;  and  the  conviction  of  this  principle  which  they  asserted, 
was  in  tbepi  that  they  preached  to?  •  [Vide  Rise  and  Progress,  p.  38, 
edit.  1670.] 

A.  If  he  meant  to  convey  the  idea  that  they  did  not  require  confor- 
mity without  conviction,  I  should  think  he  was  correct. 

Q.  Did  they  not  hold  with  Barclay,  the  inward,  immediate  revelation 
of  God,  to  be  the  only  sure,  certain,  and  unmoveable  foundation  of  all 
christian  faith?     [Apology,  p.  78,  86.] 

A.  Yes— but  always  in  consonance  with  the  revelation  of  his  will| 
through  his  inspired  servants,  as  contained  in  the  scriptures  of  truth. 

Q.  Are  not  the  scriptures  of  truth  only  to  be  rightly  understood  when 
they  are  interpreted  under  divine  illumination? 

A.  They  are  only  rightly  to  be  understood,  when  interpreted  by  the 
lame  holy  spirit  that  gave  them  forth. 

Q.  Is  not,  therefore,  this  holy  spirit  the  ultimate  test  of  both  the 
meaning  of  the  scripture,  and  the  soundness  of  the  doctrine  to  be  tried? 
A.  As  I  understand,  Robert  Barclay  makes  the  consonance  of  both 
to  be  the  test  of  the  truth  of  any  doctrine. 

Q.  Is  not  then  the  consonance  of  the  scripture,  with  the  spiritual  mani- 
ibtation,  still  to  be  judged  of  by  the  spirit? 

A.  Yes — by  the  real,  but  not  the  pretended  manifestations  of  the  spirit; 
for  if  openings  or  views  claim  to  be  manifestations  of  the  spirit  that  are 
repugnant  to  the  holy  scriptures,  they  are  to  be  rejected  as  delusions  of 
ikdevilj  agreeably  to  what  Barclay  states  in  substance. 

Q.  Can  any  but  God  be  the  judge  of  what  arc  the  true  or  pretended 
nunifestations  of  his  spirit? 

A.  The  answer  again  recurs,  that  the  openings  on  the  mind,  pro- 
ceeding from  his  spirit,  will  be  in  consonance  with  the  truths  of  holy 
scripture. 

Q.  Whether  the  openings  on  your  minds,  or  those  upon  the  minds 
of  others,  be  the  real  inspirations  of  God,  is  there  any  earthly  judge? 

A.  He  is  the  source  and  fountain  of  all  light  and  truth^-and  his  reve- 
lations, whether  conveyed  immediately  or  instrumentally,  will  harmo- 
nize, and  manifest  that  they  alike  proceed  from  him. 

Q.  If  this  harmony  be  wanting,  where  each  claims  to  have  the  same 
divine  source  for  his  belief,  or  his  conduct,  what  authority  on  earth  can 
say  that  this  one  is  rightly  authorized,  and  the  other  not? 

A.  I  understand  Barclay  to  say,  that  in  all  such  cases,  the  society  is 
willing  to  have  the  soundness  of  its  doctrines  tried  by  the  scriptures. 

Q.  If  there  be  the  safne  want  of  harmony  in  the  interpretation  of  the 
scriptures,  each  claiming  the  same  divine  authority  for  his  interpreta- 
tion,  who  is  to  say  which  has  had  the  true  manifestation? 
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A.  The  society  appears  never  to  have  been  at  a  loss  in  confirraing  the 
truth  of  its  doctrines,  by  the  scriptures. 

Q.  lias  any  society  ever  been  at  any  loss  in  that  respect?  and  yet,  have 
not  all  sects  >videly  departed  fron\  each  other? 

A.  Yes.  Friends  think  that  other  societies  have  been  sometimes  at  t 
loss^  and,  therefore,  have  been  sometimes  bewildered,  and  in  come- 
quencc  of  that,  ihey  have  diflcred  from  each  other. 

Q.  Have  they  not  always  thought,  that  other  societies  became  sobe- 
vildered  from  a  too  close  adherence  to  the  letter  of  the  scriptures?  • 

A.  No,  vrc  think  it  may  be  more  fitly  traced  to  the  want  of  humbk 
and  watchful  attention,  to  the  leadinj^s  and  guidings  of  the  Holy  Spirit 

Q.  Have  not  the  leadings  and  guidings  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  brought 
Friends  to  the  profession  and  adoption  of  what  is  the  great  predominit- 
ing  spirit  of  the  holy  writings;  and  which  has  enabled  them  to  reconcile 
them,  where,  taken  literally,  according  to  the  natural  understanding, 
they  could  not  be  reconciled? 

A.  It  is  undoubtedly  the  Holy  Spirit  which  gives  a  right  faith  nd 
belief,  and  which  reconciles  to  the  humble  believing  mind,  all  the  tntiii 
contained  in  the  scriptures. 

Q.  While  in  respect  to  the  doctfinal  truths,  Friends  draw  from  the 
scriptures  a  consistent  whole,  have  they  undertaken  to  harmoBize|iBd 
impose  a  belief  in  respect  to  mere  historical  facts? 

A.  The  discipline,  as  I  understand,  does  require  from  its  members  i 
belief  in  historical  parts  of  the  scriptures,  as  will,  I  think,  appear  froB    ] 
the  copy  heretofore  produced  and  made  an  exhibit.  .- 

Q.  Have  Friends  undertaken  to  say,  that  the  scriptures,  in  respect  to 
historical  facts,  taken  according  to  the  interpretations  of  the  natural bb- 
derstanding,  are  in  all  respects  consistent? 

A.  The  discipline,  without  taking  into  consideration  whether  inch 
historical  facts  can  be  explained  or  understood  by  human  reason,  r^ 
quires  of  its  members  under  pain  of  censure  to  receive  them  as  true. 

Q.  Would  they,  under  pain  of  that  censure,  require  a  belief  as  tothe 
matter,  whether  Judas  came  to  his  death  by  one  or  the  other  way  spohen 
of  by  two  different  evangelists;  or  whether  those  who  were  with  Pwl 
on  his  way  to  Damascus  when  he  met  the  light,  did,  or  did  not  hear  the 
voice,  as  it  is  differently  stated  in  the  Acts?  ^       ' 

A.  When  I  referred  to  the  discipline,  as  relates  to  the  censure  which 
it  appoints  for  those  who  reject  the  several  articles  of  belief  thercffl 
stated,  I  meant  to  confine  myself  to  them;  for  it  is  reasonable  to  belief 
that  those  who  reject  those  great  truths  therein  referred  to,  would  tlw 
probably  reject  other  less  striking  facts  stated  in  the  scriptures. 

Counsel.  If  I  understand  the  witness  then,  he  means,  that  if  the  ^Jt^  j 
and  important  matters  referred  to  in  the  discipline,  are  believed  isi*  J 
belief  in  such  minor  historical  facts  one  way  or  the  other,  would  not  be  , 
unsoundness  of  fuith  or  cause  of  censure. 

Witness.  The  same  humble  and  docile  disposition  of  mind  which  pj*" 
pares  it  to  receive  the  important  historical  truths  first  mentioned,  wiflf 
if  abode  in,  lead  to  a  like  belief  in  facts  of  less  importance,  without  per©**" 
ting  itself  to  be  brought  into  a  state  to  seek  for  inconsistencies  and  con- 
tradictions, in  the  narratives  of  the  evangelists. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  then  admit,  that  there  arc  inconsistencies  and 
contradictions,  apparent  to  the  natural  understanding,  in  the  narratitf* 
of  the  evangelists? 
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A.  I  did  not  say,  that  I  admitted,  nor  do  I  admit,  that  there  arc  such; 
but  that  persons  might  be  brought  to  such  a  state  of  mind,  as  to  attempt 
to  find  them. 

Q.  Do  the  society  insist  upon  a  belief  of  historical  facts  from  scrip- 
ture writers,  otherwise,  than  according  to  the  predominating  testimony 
conveyed  to  their  natural  understanding? 

A-  The  society  having  always  taken  it  for  granted,  that  there  is  an 
agreement  in  the  narratives  of  the  sacred  writers,  does  require  of  its 
members  a  belief  in  the  historical  truths,  which  the  discipline  recites. 

Q.  Does  the  discipline  recite  any  thing  in  respect  to  historical  facts? 

A.  It  is  in  evidence  here;  I  think  it  does. 

Q.  Did  Bot  early  Friends  believe,  that  there  were  in  the  scriptures, 
corruptions  and  inconsistencies;  and,  therefore,  that  they  were  not  the 
principal  rule  of  faith,  but  the  spirit? 

A.  I  understand  Barcjay  to  say,  in  substance,  that  notwithstanding 
the  variations  or  changes  which  some  supposed,  or  which  arc  supposed, 
(I  don't  recollect  that  he  even  states  that  he  admits  it,)  to  have  taken 
place  in  them,  they  contain  a  full  and  clear  testimony  of  all  the  principal 
doctrines  of  the  christian  religion.  And  to  the  opinions  of  Barclay  on 
the  subject  of  the  scriptures,  the  society  has  always  referred. 

Q.  Does  not  Barclay  admit,  that  there  are  uncertainties  and  corrup- 
tions in  the  scriptures,  when  exhorting  the  children  of  Christ,  he  says  to 
them,  '*  not  to  be  principally  ruled  by  that  which  was  subject  in  itself  to 
many  uncertainties;  and,  therefore,  he  gave  them  his  spirit  as  their  prin- 
cipal guide,  which  neither  moths  nor  time  can  wear  out,  nor  transcri- 
bers nor  translators  corrupt."  [Apology,  9 5-6. J  And  when  he  says, 
'^  the  translators  do  not  so  much  give  us  the  genuine  signification  of  the 
words,  as  strain  them  to  express  that  which  come  nearest  to  that  opinion 
and  notion  they  have  of  truth;"  and  when  he  says  at  the  conclusion  of 
his  Catechism,  that  ^Hhere  are  in  the  common  translations,  divers  scrip- 
tures corrupted  and  perverted?" 

A.  I  do  not  consider  that  these  quotations  do  away  the  force  of  the 
reference  made  to  his  sentiments,  in  a  former  answer ;  but  notwithstand- 
ing all  that  is  alleged,  they  contain  a  true  and  faithful  testimony  to  all 
the  principal  truths  of  the  christian  religion. 

Q.  Was  this  denied  by  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  Yes,  I  understand  it  so,  if  the  testimony  offered  in  the  course  of 
this  examination  be  received  as  true.    If  certain  parts  and  important 

rrtfl  of  the  narratives  of  the  evangelists  be  considered  by  him  fabulous, 
is  a  rejection  of  some  of  the  principal  evidences  of  the  truth  of  the 
christian  religion. 

Q.  Did  not  early  Friends  hold,  that  it  was  more  important  to  adhere 
to  the  spirit  of  truth,  and  deny  the  Bible,  than  to  adhere  to  the  Bible, 
nther  than  the  spirit  of  truth;  since  Samuel  Fisher  uses  this  language, 
**  neither  is  it,  or  ever  was  it,  so  great  a  crime  to  betray  the  book  called 
the  Bible,  as  to  deny  the  faith,  and  the  word  of  faith  therein  written  of, 
for  the  book  is  not  worth  a  pin  as  to  salvation,  without  the  faith;  but 
the  faith  is  sufficient  thereunto,  without  the  book,  and  was  so  before  the 
book  was,  and  would  be,  if  the  pope  and  devil's  rage  should  reach  so 
far,  as  to  burn  all  the  Bibles  in  the  world?" — [Rustic's  Alarm,  p.  199.] 

A.  I  think  no  serious  or  thoughtful  person  would  think  of  undertaking 
to  make  an  election  either  way. 

Q.  Did  Elias  Hicks  disparage  the  scriptures  any  more,  or  in  any  other 
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sense,  than  Isaac  Pcnington,  when  he  says,  "  What  kind  of  knowledge 
wilt  thou  jjather  from  the  scriptures?  not  a  knowledge  which  will  humble 
thee,  and  cleanse  thy  heart,  but  a  knowledge  that  will  puff  thee  up,  8sd 
fit  thee  for  slaughter." — [I.  vol.  Works,  p.  141.] 

A.  I  think  he  did  much  more,  for  Isaac  Penington  appears  to  refer 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  carnal  and  unregencrated  man;  and  certatnlf 
cannot  be  understood  therefrom  to  disparage  them  as  much  as  Etiti 
Hicks  did,  when  he  said  that  some  of  them,  and  of  the  most  importnt 
parts,  were  so  full  of  inconsistencies,  that  they  had  better  have  never 
been  written;  that  the  scriptures  had  done  fourfold  more  harm  than  good, 
and  to  advise  even  those  who  thought  they  derived  benefit  from  them," 
totally  to  disuse  the  reading  of  them;  as  has  been  proved  in  the  course 
of  this  examination. 

Q.  Docs  the  witness  undertake  here  to  use  the  expressions  of  Eliai 
Hicks,  which  he  has  heard,  or  to  give  his  understanding  of  the  testimony 
he  has  heard,  during  this  examination? 

A.  I  mean  to  give  from  memory  the  substance  of  what  has  been 
proved  in  the  course  of  this  examination;  which  I  believe  I  have  dofNi 
without,  however,  undertaking  to  say  that  it  is  given  exactly,  word  for 
word. 

Q.  Cannot  the  witness  find  it  in  himself  to  suppose  that  Ellas  Hickii 
as  well  as  Isaac  Penington,  might  have  referred  to  the  abuse  of  scrip- 
tures by  the  carnal  and  unreoienerated  man? 

A.  From  my  long  knowledge  of  his  views,  I  do  believe,  that  he  WM 
really  of  the  opinion,  that  taking  the  scriptures  as  they  are,  and  the  use 
made  of  them,  mankind  would  be  better  without  them;  that  it  would 
be  better  for  mankind  to  be  without  them. 

Q.  If  we  believe  his  own  words,  did  he  not  esteem  the  scriptures 
when  properly  used;  since  he  has  said,  "I  have  loved  the  scriptures  of 
truth  from  my  youth,  I  have  delighted  in  reading  them,  and  pcrhips 
there  are  none  who  have  read  them  more  than  myself;  and  I  presume, 
according  to  my  knowledge,  no  man  has  received  more  advantage  than  I 
have,  and  continue  to  have,  from  reading  them?" — [Darby  SermonSi  W 
Quaker,  p.  1 9.  J 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Friday  morning,  ten  o'clock,  September  24lh,  1830,  Cross-examina- 
tion of  the  same  witness  continued.  Present  as  before. 

Answer  to  the  last  question.  It  might  be  considered  so,  from  these 
expressions;  if  there  were  not  other  expressions  of  his,  on  that  subject, 
in  direct  contradiction. 

Q.  Are  we  not  to  consider,  that  the  writings  of  Penn  were  held  good 
authority  for  the  tenets  and  history  of  the  society,  since  the  Meeting 
for  Suflrcrini;;s  of  Philadelphia,  in  1799,  in  their  vindication  of  the  Qa*" 
kers  from  the  false  account  given  of  them  by  Mosheim^  used  this  \^ 
guagc:  "  We  think  religion  is  a  simple  thing,  the  work  of  the  spiritoi 
God  in  the  hearts  of  men;  and  as  to  our  tenets  and  history,  we  refer  to 
Fox,  Barclay,  Penn,  Sewell,  Gough,  &c.  and  declare  that  we  never  hrfj 
nor  now  have,  any  other  doctrines  to  publish,  and  that  there  are  no  re- 
ligious opinions  or  practices  among  us,  which  have  not  been  made  kno^** 
to  the  world."— [4th  Mosheim,  287,  New  York  edition,  1824.] 

A.  It  has  been  before  stated  in  this  examination,  that  the  society  does 
not  rely  for  authority  upon  any  authors  which  have  not  received  the 
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regular  sanction  of  their  mecting^s;  and  that  it  was  believed  that  Perm's 

Mrlty  in  a  body,  had  not  received  such  sanction;  and  I  do  not  perceive, 

in  the  extract  or  quotation  from  Mosheim,  an  assertion  of  the  Meeting 

br  Sufferings,  that  the  society  does  so  rely  upon  his  writings,  for  its 

dxtrines. 

Q^  Have  not  his  doctrinal  wWings  been  uniformly  held  by  the  society 

sneraUy,  as  equally  authoritative  with  those  of  any  other  writer  in  the 

'todety? 

A.  It  has  betn  before  stated  that  they  have  not  received  the  sanction 
of  any  meeting,  nor  have  I  any  knowledge  of  their  being  taken  into  con- 
sideration by  any  meeting;  and  they  are  therefore  undoubtedly  to  be 
deemed  of  less  authority  than  Barclay's  Apology,  his  Catechism  and 
Confession  of  Faith. 

The  counsel  for  the  complainant  and  Stacy  Decow,  having  framed 
numerous  interrogatories  in  the  cross-examination  of  this  witness,  in 
connexion  with  quotations  from  various  books,  which  are  not  offered  as 
exhibits,  the  counsel  for  Joseph  Hendrickson  now  require  and  demand 
of  the  said  counsel  that  the  said  several  books  from  which  such  quota- 
lions  are  taken,  be  produced  as  exhibits  in  this  cause.  The  said  coun- 
lel  declines  offering  such  exhibits,  but  admits  that  the  said  books  may 
be  used,  if  necessary  or  expedient,  on  the  argument  of  this  cause,  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  now  given  in  evidence,  and  made  exhibits. 

Q.  Did  not  the  works  of  Penn  generally  receive  the  highest  sanction 
that  they  could  receive  from  the  society,  in  43eing  referred  to  by  the 
Philadelphia  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  as  a  correct  source  of  information 
11  respect  to  the  tenets  of  the  society? 

A.  I  do  not  consider  that  to  be  a'sanction;  inasmuch  as  they  might  have 
referred  to  any  history  of  the  society,  whettSr  written  by  one  of  its 
members  or  not,  for  mere  history  and  facts,  to  which  said  statement 
appears  to  refer,  in  relation  to  Penn. 

Q.  Has  the  society  ever  rejected  the  use  of  the  faculty  of  reason,  in 
respect  to  doctrines? 

A-  The  society  does  not  reject  the  proper  exercise  of  the  faculty  of 
reason  in  any  respect — on  religious  subjects,  or  in  any  other  respect. 

Q.  Did  not  the  early  writers  of  the  society  very  frequently  appeal  to 
this  faculty  to  test  the  soundness  of  their  conclusions  in  religious  matters? 

A*  I  should  consider  that  they  have  never  deemed  that  it  can  be  ap- 
|iRed  to  the  trying  of  religious  doctrines,  excepting  when  it  is  enlightened 
by  divine  revelation. 

Q.  May  it  not  have  been  supposed  that  Elias  Hicks  referred  to  a  rea- 
son enlightened  by  divine  revelation? 

A.  I  think  it  cantiot  be  so  construed,  but  directly  contrary:  that  he 
did  set  reason  in  opposition  to  dwine  revelation^  when  he  explicitly  said, 
that  ** reason  is  equal  to  the  highest  revelation,"  as  has  been  already 
prored  in  this  examination. 

Q.  And  could  he  not  still  have  meant  a  reason  divinely  enlightened? 

A.  Not  unless  we  can  reconcile  contraries;  for  he  speaks  of  reason  on 
one  side,  and  revelation  on  the  other;  and  then  says,  that  *^  reason  is  equal, 
not  simply  to  revelation^  but  to  the  highest  revelation.'' 

Q.   Has  the  witness  no  recollection  of  his  having  expressed  himself 
ifter  this  manneri  on  the  subject  of  revelation,  ''that  we  ought  lo  bring 
Vol.  1.-27 
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all  doctrines,  whether  written  or  verbal,  to  the  test  of  the  spirit  bf  troth 
in  our  own  minds,  as  the  only  sure  director  relative  to  the  thLng;s  of  God?" 

A.  I  do  not  recollect  particularly,  but  I  should  not  consider  it  very 
improbable  that  he  had;  and  that  in  the  same  sermon,  (and  it  is  very 
possible  that  it  mij^ht  be  in  the  same  p^e,  though  not  having  the  work 
exhibited  it  cannot  be  ascertained,)  hd%iay  have  made  a  full  acUov- 
ledgmcnt  to  the  sufficiency  of  reason.    * 

Q.  Did  not  William  Penn  also  apparently  very  much  exalt  the  nieof 
the  reasoning  faculty  in  religious  matters,  when  he  used  the  followiof 
expressions,  ^' since  man  is  a  reasonable  creature,  and  that  the  more 
reasonable  he  is  in  religion  the  nearer  to  his  own  being  he  comes,  ud 
to  the  wisdom  and  truth  of  his  creator,  that  did  so  make  him."  [IstToL 
Penn's  Works,  794.]  "Religion  aiid  reason  are  so  consistent,  that  re- 
ligion can  neither  be  understood  nor  maintained  without  reason;  for  if 
this  must  be  laid  aside.  I  am  so  far  from  being  infallibly  assured  of  mj 
salvation,  that  I  am  not  capable  of  any  measure  or  distinction  of  good 
from  evil,  truth  from  falsehood?"  [Ibid.  778.  edit.  1726.] 

A.  Concluding  that  it  is  designed  merely  to  make  an  exhibit  of  Pens'i 
sentiments  on  this  subject,  it  is  perhaps  not  necessary  for  me  to  unde^ 
take  to  decide  whether  every  particular  idea  contained  in  them  is  stitcd 
in  the  most  critically  correct  manner,  or  not;  as  it  has  been  soofta 
stated,  that  the  society  does  not  hold  itself  accountable  for  works  whicli 
it  has  never  examined  or  sanctioned. 

Q.  I  then  put  the  same  question  in  respect  to  Barclay's  Apology^  where- 
in are  these  expressions :  "  No  revelation  coming  from  the  spirit  can 
ever  contradict  the  scripture  testimony,  nor  right  reason."  [Apc^ogfi' 
p.  77,  Phil,  edit.]  "The  spirit  of  God  is  the  fountain  of  all  truth,  ind 
sound  reason."  [lb.  76.]  "Which  enlightened  ^reason,  in  those  thit 
obey  and  follow  this  true  .light,  wc  confess  may  be  useful  to  man  ereB 
in  spiritual  things,  as  it  is  still  subservient  and  subject  to  the  other?* 
[lb.  159.] 

A.  I  am  under  the  impression,  that  in  reference  to  this  questiooi » 
well  as  some  others  which  have  preceded  it,  in  which  quotations  are 
used,  the  want  of  a  knowledge  of  the  context,  and  the  connexion  of  the 
sentences,  renders  it  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  me  to  give 
proper  and  correct  answers.  1  consider  that  Barclay,  in  the  above  qio- 
tations,  has  reference  only  to  reason  enlightened  by  divine  revelttion* 

Q.  You  spoke  of  Elias  Hicks'  denying  that  one  brother  may  be  saved 
by  the  innocent  blood  of  another:  does  your  society  believe  that  men  are 
saved  by  the  material  blood  of  an  outward  sacrifice? 

A.  I  expect  to  refer  to  the  doctrines  of  the  society  as  contained  is 
Barclay's  Apology  upon  this  subject,  for  a  full  explanation  thereupov* 

Q.  Wc  have  a  right  to  the  witness's  views  upon  this  subject,  or  what 
he  holds  to  be  the  views  of  the  society. 

A.  The  society  believe,  as  I  understand,  in  a  few  words,  that  the  wf" 
ferings  and  death  of  Christ  are  made  effi:ctual  to  the  salvation  of  tUf 
joined  to  faith  in  him,  and  obedience  to  the  power  of  his  holy  spirit. 

Q.  Has  not  faith  and  obedience  to  the  Holy  Spirit  been  held  by  the 
society  sufficient  unto  salvation? 

A.  Yes,  a  true  and  perfect  faith^  which  includes  a  full  and  unreserved 
acknowledgment  of  all  that  Christ  has  done  and  suffered  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  mankind. 
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May  not  such  obtdietice  without  such,  an  acknowledgment  be  suffi- 
into  salvation? 

No,  not  in  those  who,  having  had  the  opportunity  of  receiving  that 
edge,  do  wilfully  reject  it.  I  think  in  relation  to  such  it  is  that 
ij  says,  it  would  be  '^damnable  unbelief." 

Does  he  not  refer  to  those  to  whom  it  has  been  revealed,  and  then 
^d,  when  using  such  expressions? 

[  think  not;  but  that  he  speaks  of  apportunity:  yet  as  the  book  is 
libit,  and  the  expressions  therein  contained  are  in  question,  I  would 
ojt. 

Does  that  book  treat  of  the  belief  of  the  society  in  regard  to  the 
nent?  i 

[t  does  treat  oCMt*^*the  extent  of  it  may  be  better  ascertained  by 
.ng  to  the  book  itself. 
[b  it  not  very  slightly  treated  of?    " 
[  think  not,  but  far  otherwise. 

Did  not  ancient  Friends,  as  well  as  Elias  Hicks,  think  that  the 
must  be  turned  from  an  attention  to  the  outward  manifestation  or 
ogs  of  Jesus,  to  Christ  within  tb^  hope  of  glory? 
NIo,  I  think  not;  for  as  I  understand  their  views,  they  steadily  kept 
Dexion  the  outward  manifestation  of  the  Saviour  with  the  inward 
ion  of  his  spirit  and  power. 
Was  not  that  the  primary  and  distinguishing  purpose  of  their 

[  think  it  was  far  from  being  confined  to  that,  judging  from  such 

ir  sermons  which  I  have  perused. 

lave  not  Friends  believed  that  it  was  because  his  disciples'  atten- 

18  too  much  turned  to  him  in  his  outward  appearance,  that  Christ 

lem  ^'  it  was  expedient  for  him  to  go  away,  that  the  comforter 

come?" 

[  do  not  understand  that  to  be  the  principal  reason  of  his  leaving 

as  to  his  bodily  appearance. 

)oes  your  society  believe  that  there  is  any  being  besides  the  Al- 

r  that  had  no  beginning? 

The  society  believes,  as  I  understand  their  views,  (though  I  con- 

x>  feel  the  objection  to  answering,  as  an  individual,  with  very 

I  information,  in  the  name  of  the  society,  when  its  own  Catechism 

»nfession  of  Faith  can  be  so  readily  referred  to,)  that  Christ  was 

beginning,  from  all  eternity,  with  God,  and  was  God. 

)id  I  understand  the  witness  to  vay  that  Elias  Hicks  denied  that? 

fes — I  have  understood  that  he  did  not  admit  it.     It  is  my  under- 

ig  that  he  did  not.     I  mean  by  this  expression,  the  same  Christ 

ok  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  men. 

)id  the  witness  understand,  that  he  denied  that  the  godhead  which 

the  outward  body  of  Christ,  was  with  God  in  the  beginning,  and 

)d? 

Tcs— I  understand  that  he  did  not  admit  that  in  him  dwelt  the  ful- 

the  godhead  bodily,  any  more  than  the  same  might  be  said  of 
Dcn;  but  that  he  had  a  portion  thereof,  meted  out,  according  to 
rk,  or  service,  which  he  had  to  perform. 

)id  he  deny  that  to  be  the  spirit  of  (xod  dwelling  in  the  outward 
of  Christ? 

do  not  now  speak  of  any  particular  expressions,  but  of  my  gene- 
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ral  view  of  his  opinions.  I  think,  that  he  considered  it  only  a  portion  of  1 
the  holy  spirit  given  to  him,  in  proportion  as  to  other  men,  according  J 
to  the  work  assigned  them,  and  the  power  and  ability  requisite  to  pe^  I 
form  it. 

Q.  Would  the  witness  so  understand  him,  from  this  expression,  in  hii 
answers  to  the  '*  Six.  Queries,"  as  respects  the  divinity  of  Jesas  Cbriit 
^*  I  apprehend,  no  minister  in  the  Society  of  Friends  has  more  often,  in 
his  public  communications,  asserted  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Chritl|  tlie 
Son  of  God,  than  I  have,  assuring  my  hearers  that  he  was  fnlly  swal- 
lowed up  into  the  divine  nature  and  complete  divinity  of  his  hetTcnly 
Father." 

A.  As  it  is  a  subject  of  common  belief,  when  these  queries  were  writ- 
ten, that  they  were  addressed  to  EUas  Hicks,  with  the  view  of  elicitiDg 
from  him  an  exposition  of  his  principles,  that  would  be  favourable  to  the 
views  of  his  friends,  it  is  reasonable  to  think,  that  the  repliet  would  be 
drawn  up  with  considerable  care;  but  still  they  may  not  contain  a  more 
clear  statement  of  his  sentiments  than  are  to  be  found  in  his  extempo- 
raneous declarations — and,  I  think,  they  do  not  contain  one  more  clor* 

Q.  Are  not  the  replies  drawn  up  by  him  with  considerable  care, more 
likely  to  contain  clear  and  accurate  statements  of  his  sentiments,  than 
expressions  in  course  of  extemporaneous  discourses,  partially  taken 
down,  without  the  explanation,  which  the  context  would  give  by  hear- 
ers of  opposing  views  and  opposing  interests? 

A.  I  should  think  it  would  likely  be  a  more  careful  and  guarded M^^ 
mentj  but  not  a  more  open  and  explicit  declaration  of  his  views. 

Q.  When  Elias  Hicks  spoke  of  our  attaining  the  same  state  tbttlaias 
did,  to  be  equal  with  God,  did  he  not  mean  in  a  spiritual  sense,  an  atate^l 
by  him  in  his  answer  to  the  Six  Queries^  to  be  so  "  in  our  several  capaci- 
ties; as  the  one  talented  servant,  properly  occupying  his  talent,  is  eqa^*^ 
to  the  five  talented?"  And  did  not  George  Fox,  in  the  same  sense,  ns£ 
some  similar  expressions? 

A.  I  don't  know  how  to  admit  the  idea  that  the  question  is  designed 
to  be,  whether  man  can  be  equal,  or  is  equal,  with  God  in  a  spiritn^l 
sense.  I  do  not  think  that  George  Fox  ever  entertained  such  aSI 
opinion. 

Q.  Did  Elias  Hicks  know  of  the  witness's  habit  of  noting  down  what 
he  thought  to  be  unsound,  in  his  public  discourses? 

A.  I  presume  not. 

Q.  Were  you  not  in  the  habit  of  considerable  intimacy,  within  fifteen 
years,  and  if  yea,  till  when? 

A.  We  met  occasionally  on  the  concerns  of  the  society,  and  ai  our 
intercourse  grew  out  of,  and  was  dependant  upon,  that,  we  hadToranum- 
ber  of  years  rarely  met,  except  on  such  occasions. 

Q.  Has  the  witness  appeared  here  voluntarily,  or  by  reason  of  i^f 
legal  process? 

A.  I  received  a  subpoena  for  that  purpose. 

The  counsel  here  rest  the  cross-examination.  And  the  counsel  fo^ 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  having  no  further  questions  to  ask,  die 
examination  of  this  witness  is  closed.  Samuel  Parsohs* 

Affirmed  on  the  20ih,  and  subscribed  at  the  house  of  William  Ri^if 
way,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  this  25th  day  of  SepteW" 
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leri  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty. 
Before  me^  J.  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery  Jf  f 

Joseph  WnrrALL,  a  witness  produced  on  the  part  of  the  said  Jorfphr'  '* 
Hendrickson,  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  taiting 
mn  oath,  and  being  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn  affir- 
matiotty  declareth  and  saith,  I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
and  haTe  been  a  member  a  little  over  forty  years.  I  have  been  consider- 
ed as  a  minister  in  that  society.  From  my  situation  as  a  minister  in 
the  society,  I  have  had  frequent  opportunities  of  hearing  its  doctrines 
from  their  approved  ministers,  promulgated  by  them  both  in  their  pub- 
lic commanications  and  private  discourses,  for  the  space  of  forty  years 
past.  In  relation  to  the  doctrine,  commonly  called  the  *^  doctrine  of  the 
trinity,"  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  they  have  ever  fully  believed- 
in  the  scripture  trinity,  or  holy  three  of  Father,  word  or  Son«  and  Holy 
Spirit,  and  that  these  three  are  one — but  they  have  generally  avoided 
tsing  the  word  ^^  trinity^"  as  it  is  not  found  in  the  scriptures.  This  is,  ' 
I  believe,  their  simple  belief  in  relation  to  what  is  called  the  trinity. 
In  relation  to  the  '*  doctrine  of  atonement,"  they  have  always  believed 
that  by  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Christ,  the  sins  of  believers  were  re- 
mitted. 

In  relation  to  the  character  of  the  holy  scriptures,  and  their  divine 
inspiration  and  authority,  they  have  ever  believed  that  they  were  writ- 
ten by  holy  men,  as  they  were  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  These  doc- 
trines have  ever  been  considered  fundamental  by  the  society*— and  the 
promulgation  of  a  disbelief  in  them,  or  any  of  them,  by  a  member,  I  un- 
derstand, to  be  clearly  a  sufficient  ground  of  disownment.  For  a  full 
proof  of  all  these  assertions,  I  would  refer  to  George  Fox's  journal, 
which  has  been  exhibited;  Robert  Barclay's  Apology,  Catechism  and 
Confession  of  Faith,  and  the  book  of  discipline,  which  are  also  exhibited. 
These  works  are  received  and  considered  by  the  society  as  containing 
their  doctrines  and  principles;  they  have  ever  been  considered  as  stand- 
ard works  by  them. 

Question.  Were  you  acquainted  with  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  Yes.  I  became  acquainted  with  him  at  New  York  in  1796. 

Q.  Was  he  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  He  was  at  that  time  an  influential  member. 

Q.  Was  he  at  that  time  an  approved  minister  of  the  society? 

A.  He  was,  and  attended  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  at  New 
York  that  year,  i.  e.  1796.  He  is  not  now  living.  I  have  been  informed 
of  his  decease.  I  have  read  a  copy  of  a  testification  issued  by  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Wettbury  and  Jericho,  by  which  he  was  disowned  from  the 
religious  Society  of  Friends,  sometime  previous  to  his  death. 

Q.  What  were  the  grounds  of  his  disownment? 

A.  for  a  departure  from  the  approved  and  fundamental  doctrines  of 
the  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  Had  you  frequently,  between  1796  and  the  period  of  his  disown- 
ment, opportunities  of  hearing  him  promulgate  his  religious  doctrines, 
in  his  public  ministry  or  otherwise? 

A.  I  have  had  many  opportunities  of  hearing  him  in  his  public  minis- 
try^  since  that  time. 

Counsel.  Please  to  detail  such  doctrines  as  you  have  heard  him  put 
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fortlu  cither  in  Iiis  public  ministry,  or  in  more  private  associations,  and 
which  you  consider  as  unsound. 

A-  For  several  years  previous  to  1822,  I  had  no  opportunity  of  hear- 
in^  him  publicly ;  but  at  the  time  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  that  year,  in  a 
public  meeting  on  First-day  immediately  preceding  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
at  New  York,  he  uttered  tliese  remarkable  words,  **  that  the  same  power 
which  made  Christ  a  christian  must  make  us  christians,  and  the  same 
power  that  saved  him  must  save  us."  I  never  before  had  heard  such 
sentiments  advanced  by  any  minister  in  our  society ;  and  believing  that 
it  was  a  clear  denial,  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ,  I  felt  it  my  reli^oos 
duty  to  take  a  private  opportunity  with  him  at  his  lodgings.  I  infomped 
him  that  I  had  entertained  a  high  regard  for  him,  from  the  first  of  our 
acquaintance  to  the  present  time;  and  withal  informed  him  of  the  great 
uneasiness  he  had  given  me  in  his  public  communications,  by  bringing 
Christ  down  to  the  level  of  a  mere  man.  He  replied,  that  ^  it  was  a  mat- 
ter  of  the  greatest  encouragement  to  him,  to  believe,  that  Christ  was  no 
more  than  a  man,  for  if  he  were  any  thing  more,  it  would  destroy  the 
effect  of  his  example  to  him."  I  repeated  to  him  the  text,  that  the 
**  word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us,"  as  is  stated  in  Mm,  He 
said,  ^  it  was  impossible."  In  course  of  the  conversation  with  him,  he 
further  said,  that  '*  it  was  an  abomination  to  pray  to  Jesus  ChrisL"  Ai 
regarded  the  scriptures,  he  said,"  they  were  the  cause  of  more  bloodshed 
and  confusion,  than  any  other  thing;  and  that  it  was  a  pity  the  epistles 
had  ever  been  handed  down  to  us:"  in  the  course  of  the  conversation,  he 
a^iked  me,  if  I  had  ever  seen  a  pamphlet  called  the  ^^  Celestial  Magneu" 
I  told  him  that  I  had  seen  one  number,  to  my  great  dissatisfaction,  as  the 
author  attempted  to  show  or  prove,  that  Christ  was  the  illegitimate  son 
of  Joseph  and  Mary.  He  said,  not  the  illegitimate,  but  the  legitimate 
son  of  Joseph  and  Mary.  I  told  him  I  thought  I  could  not  be  mistaken, 
for  I  had  read  it  but  a  few  weeks  before.  He  then  went  into  an  argument 
of  considerable  length,  as  I  understood  it,  that  Christ  was  the  son  of  Jo- 
seph. He  said  that  he  had  believed  the  account  traditionally,  as  contain- 
cd  in  the  scriptures,  concerning  the  miraculous  conception;  but  on  further 
examination  of  the  evangelists,  there  was  in  them  greater  proof  than 
otherwise,  of  his  being  the  son  of  Joseph.  I  have  omitted  one  part  that 
ought  to  have  come  in  before,  respecting  Christ-7K>ne  assertion  he  made 
— he  said,  it  was  his  belief,  'Uhat  Christ  was  liable  to  fall,  like  other 
men."  During  that  opportunity,  he  also  declared,  that  '•  as  it  was  law- 
ful and  right  for  George  Fox,  in  his  day,  to  differ  in  sentiment  from  the 
prevailing  doctrines  of  the  age,  and  to  make  advances  in  the  reformation, 
so  it  was  right  for  him,  meaning  himself,  E.  H.  to  make  further  ad- 
vances." In  objecting  to  the  propriety  of  his  promulgating  such  opinions 
in  the  meetings  of  Friends,  and  imposing  them  as  the  doctrines  of  our 
society,  I  expressed  my  belief,  "  that  if  he  persisted  to  do  so,  it  would 
produce  in  our  society  the  greatest  schism  that  had  ever  happened." 
He  admitted  it  would  produce  a  schism,  but  said,  *^  it  would  be  of  short 
duration,  for  his  doctrines  must  and  would  prevail."  I  laboured  with 
him  in  great  tenderness,  to  re-examine  the  grounds  he  had  taken,  to 
which  he  replied,  "  he  would."  After  the  Yearly  Meeting  closed,  still 
feeling  my  mind  very  uneasy  on  his  account,  I  went  again  to  his  lodgings, 
and  proposed  to  him,  to  have  a  few  judicious  Friends  invited  to  come 
together  to  discuss  tliose  important  subjects,  that  we  had  conversed 
about;  for  it  was  one  in  which  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  society,  not 
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only  there,  but  every  were,  was  involved.  He  sard,  *'it  was  in  vain  to 
reason  with  him  on  the  subject,  for  his  mind  was  so  made  up,  that  he 
was  determined  to  persevere,  let  the  consequences  be  what  they  might." 
I  then  parted  with  him  with  a  very  heavy  heart ;  and  in  going  to  my 
lodgings,  I  met  with  a  Friend,  a  member  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  of 
ministers  and  elders  of  Jericho,  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and  gave 
him 'a  short  statement  of  the  case.  These  things  took  place  in  1832,  in 
New  York.  I  did  consider,  that  he  was  under  an  absolute  obligation  to 
comply  with  my  proposition. 

In  First-month,  1823,  he  was  at  Woodbury;  it  was  on  the  fifteenth  day 
of  the  month.  I  thought  it  proper  for  me  then  to  take  another  oppor- 
tunity with  him,  relative  to  a  communication  in  writing,  which  he  had 
sent  to  a  number  of  the  elders  in  Philadelphia,  in  which  he  had  made 
some  misstatement  of  my  words;  in  this  letter  he  charged  me  with 
acting  unfriendly,  contrary  to  discipline,  and  putting  an  improper  or 
false  construction  upon  his  words.  (I  give  the  substance,  but  do  not  pre- 
tend to  give  the  words  verbatim.)  I  let  him  know  that  I  did  not  consi- 
der it  unfriendly,  or  contrary  to  discipline,  to  make  a  statement  of  the 
doctrines  he  published,  as  I  considered  it  as  a  species  of  public  property. 
-  He  said  he  did  not  consider  that  it  was  an  occasion  of  offence,  for  what 
he  preached  publicly,  he  would  stand  by.  He  then  referred  to  some  re- 
marks he  had  made  in  conversation,  and  thought  that  unkind ;  as  he  con- 
sidered it  a  confidential  conversation.  I  told  him  I  did  not  consider  it 
so,  neither  had  he  requested  it,  and  I  think  held  up  to  him  the  incon- 
sistency of  wishing  me  to  be  silent  on  doctrines  he  was  spreading,  both 
publicly  and  privately.  He  then  gave  up  the  point  entirely,  as  acting 
'  towards  him  unfriendly  or  contrary  to  discipline,  when  I  reminded  him 
'  of  what  had  passed  at  New  York.  I  then  wanted  to  know  wherein  I  had 
wrested  his  words,  or  put  an  improper  construction  upon  them.  He 
took  out  of  his  pocket,  a  letter  addressed  to  him  by  some  of  the  elders 
of  Philadelphia;  and  pointed  to  one  paragraph,  which  they  informed 
him  I  had  asserted,  as  what  he  had  declared  as  his  doctrines.  It  was 
the  declaration  I  heard  him  make  at  New  York,  that  Christ  was  no  more 
than  a  man,  &c.  He  remarked,  that  I  ought  to  have  stated  as  his  words, 
that  ^Christ  was  no  more  than  an  Israelite,"  and  that  with  that,  he  would 
have  been  satisfied.  I  informed  him  it  was  my  decided  belief,  that  I  had 
repeated  the  words,  verbatim^  having  made  a  memorandum  of  them 
shortly  after.  He  then  stated,  that  Christ  was  like  the  other  Israelites, 
and  differed  from  them  in  fulfilling  the  law,  having  had  a  sufficient  por- 
tion of  the  spirit  so  to  do,  as  every  other  Israelite  had.  He  considered, 
that  **  Christ  was  like  a  son,  who  was  dutiful  and  faithful  in  all  things 
to  his  father,  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  be  entrusted  with  the  keys  of  his 
treasury."  I  informed  him  that  I  did  fully  believe  his  views  throughout, 
on  the  points  we  had  discussed,  were  at  variance  with  the  scriptures  of 
truth,  and  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends:  and  that  wc  as  a  religious 
body  had  published  to  the  world,  that  we  were  willing  that  our  doctrines 
and  practices  should  be  tested  by  the  scriptures  of  truth.  He  said,  ^^  he 
was  not  willing  that  his  doctrines  should  be  tried  by  the  scriptures,  or 
the  writings  of  ancient  Friends;  and  that  he  believed  George  Fox,  Wil- 
liam Penn,  and  Robert  Barclay,  thought  as  he  did,  but  they  were  afraid 
to  come  out." 

Q.  of  what  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  are  you  a  mem- 
ber? 
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A.  I  am  a  mofnber  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Woodbury,  in  New 
Jersey,  which  belongs  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Salem;  which  said 
Quarterly  has  always  been  a  constituent  of,  and  subordinate  to,  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia,  which  convenes  at  Mulberry  (or 
Arch)  street. 

Q.  Has  there  been  within  the  last  three  years,  within  the  limits  of  that 
Yearly  Meeting,  a  separation  of  its  members? 

A.  There  was  a  secession  of  a-  large  number  from  the  society  in  1827t 

Q.  What  was  the  cause  of  that  secession? 

A.  I  believe  it  began  openly,  more  principally,  in  the  fall  of  1823,  by 
Elias  Hicks  refusing  to  comply  with  gospel  order  in  receiving  a  visit 
from  the  elders  of  Philadelphia,  and  refusing  to  give  them  sufficient 
satisfaction  concerning  unsound  doctrines  which  he  held  and  promul- 
gated publicly  and  privately,  so  far  as  I  understood  the  subject :  there 
was  at  that  time  a  considerable  number,  both  from  town  and  country, 
who  gave  him  countenance  in  his  disorderly  proceedings;  for  after  be 
became  informed  of  the  uneasiness  of  the  elders,  according  to  gospel 
order  he  had  no  right  to  proceed  in  his  religious  visit.  It  was  soon  very 
evident  that  a  large  number  strengthened  him  in  that  course.  I  believe 
the  rise  of  the  schism  may  be  fully  traced  to  this  source.  About  this 
time,  or  shortly  after,  some  who  endeavoured  to  support  him,  began  bjr 
publishing  in  newspapers  and  pamphlets,  in  which  the  elders  in  the  city 
of  Philadelphia  were  calumniated,  and  endeavours  were  used  to  prejudice 
the  minds  of  Friends  at  large  against  the  elders  in  Philadelphia  for  faith- 
fully performing  their  religious  duty.  This  course  was  pursued  for  i 
year  or  more,  I  believe,  before  any  thing  was  done  in  print  by  any  of  the 
members  of  our  religious  society,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends.  An- 
other circumstance  occurred,  which  produced  great  excitement  and  pre-* 
judice  against  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  I  fully  believe  without  any  just 
cause.  A  controversy  had  been  carried  on  at  Wilmington,  (in  the  state 
of  Delaware,)  in  the  public  papers,  between  Paul  and  Amicus^  previous 
to  the  fall  of  1822.  Some  time  in  the  eighth  or  ninth  month,  as  near  as 
I  can  recollect,  of  that  year,  several  of  the  numbers  were  produced,  in 
which,  it  was  apprehended,  the  doctrines  of  Friends  had  not  been  cor- 
rectly stated  by  Amicus^  who  had  written  under  that  signature  concerning 
or  in  vindication  of  said  doctrine.  The  meeting,  according  to  former 
usage,  believed  it  right  to  prepare  something  to  counteract  those  mis* 
statements  of  Amicus,  with  a  view  to  have  them  published  in  the  book 
that  contained  all  those  numbers,  which  was  then  about  to  be  printed, 
A  committee  was  accordingly  appointed  to  prepare  something  for  the 
purpose,  which  they  did;  and  it  was  approved  by  the  meeting.  One  of 
the  members  informed  the  meeting  that  the  printer  had  positively  refused 
to  insert  any  thing  of  the  kind:  it  was  then  agreed  that  it  should  be 
printed  in  a  pamphlet  form,  which  was  accordingly  done.  I  understood 
that  many  misrepresentations  were  afloat  concerning  this  innocent  pro- 
cedure, and  I  believe  such  reports  did  great  harm,  and  excited  much 
prejudice  against  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings.  I  remember  two  instances 
of  the  same  nature  that  has  occurred  within  my  recollection;  one  in  1799, 
to  correct  some  misstatements  in  Mosheim's  Ecclesiastical  History, 
which  I  believe  was  printed  by  Thomas  Dobson,  and  which  he  willingly 
inserted  in  the  book:  there  was  another,  if  my  memory  serves  me  right, 
two  or  three  years  previous,  in  an  edition  of  the  Edinburgh  Encyclo- 
pedia, also  printed  by  Thomas  Dobson;  I  believe  the  title  v/as  the  "En- 
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cyclopedia  Britannica/'  concerning  which  a  like  procedure  took  place. 
When  those  extracts  I  have  spoken  of  relative  to  Paul  and  Amicus,  wercJ 
read  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1833,  it  produced  great  uneasiness  and 
excitement,  I  believe  principally,  if  not  altogether,  by  those  who  after- 
wards joined  in  the  secession  spoken  of  before.    The  clamour  and  noise 
was  so  great,  it  was  thought  expedient  not  to  direct  their  publication^ 
but  to  place  them  in  the  book  room  for  the  present.     I  did  not  mention 
that  they  were  simply  extracts  from  the  writings  of  our  approved  ancient 
Friends,  without  addition  or  alteration,  as  I  believe,  except  a  few  words 
for  the  sake  of  connexion.     These  extracts  have  been  since  published  by 
the  direction  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  which  I  am  a  member^  in  1828 
I  think,  if  my  recollection  serves  me.     Those  extracts  of  which  I  speak 
are  the  same  that  have  already  been  exhibited  here  in  this  cause. 

Q.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  of  Philadelphia 
tithe  time  when  the  writings  of  Paul  and  Amicus  came  under  their  con- 
lideration? 

A.  Yes,  I  was  a  member ;  John  Comly  was  also  a  member,  and  a  mem- 
ber of  the  committee  that  prepared  the  extracts ;  and  I  do  not  recollect 
that  there  was  any  objection  made  by  any  individual  to  their  contents  in 
that  meeting. 

Q.  Has  the  subject  of  these  extracts  been  revived  in  the  Yearly  Meet^ 
bg  of  Philadelphia  since  that  time? 

Ai.  I  stated  before  that  the  Yearly  Meeting  had  since  directed  theii' 
pnblication;  and,  as  I  believe,  in  1828. 

Q.  After  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1833,  and  when  these  difficulties  in 
tlie  society  assumed  a  serious  aspect,  what  were  the  steps  taken  by  the 
Yearly  Meeting  to  reproduce  unity? 

9  At  I  believe  there  was  a  great  deal  of  individual  labour,  and  the  Meet- 
iig  for  Sufferings  published  an  epistle,  I  can't  recollect  the  date,  pre-* 
Tioas  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  I  think,  for  that  object. 
Q.  When  did  the  secession  actually  take  place? 
A.  In  Fourth-month,  1827. 
Q.  Were  you  present  at  that  Yearly  Meeting? 
A.  I  was. 

Q.  Will  you  state  the  peculiar  circumstances  which  marked  the  pro* 
ceedinga  of  that  meeting? 

A.  According  to  the  practice  pursued  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  ever 
since  I  attended  it,  which  is  about  six  or  seven  and  thirty  years,  near 
the  close  of  the  first  sittings  the  representatives  were  directed  to  stop 
together  to  nominate  a  Friend  for  clerk,  and  another  to  assist  him^ 
When  the  meeting  met  in  the  afternoon,  John  Cox,  on  behalf  of  the 
committee,  stated,  that  he  was  desired  to  report  that  they  had  not  been 
enabled  to  agree  on  any  names.  William  Jackson  pretty  soon  arose^ 
and  represented  that  he  had  attended  that  Yearly  Meeting,  I  think,  for 
npwards  of  sixty  years,  and  that  it  had  been  the  universal  practice  for 
the  former  clerks  to  act  until  other  names  were  brought  forward  and 
united  with.  There  was  then  considerable  controversy  on  the  subject, 
BDtil  some  of  the  members,  who  have  since  gone  off  in  the  secession,  one 
[  am  certun  of,  and  perhaps  there  were  others,  stated  as  their  belief — it 
vould  be  right  to  accede  to  the  proposition  of  William  Jackson,  and 
encouraged  his  friends,  meaning  the  friends  of  the  individual  then  ad- 
dresaing  the  meeting,  to  submit  to  it.  The  minute  was  then  accordingly 
Vol.  I.— 28 
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made,  appointing  the  former  clerks  to  act.  Samael  Settle  as  clerk,  and 
John  Comly  as  assistant. 

Q.  The  meeting  then  acquiesced  in  that  proposition? 

A.  I  do  not  recollect  that  there  was  much  said  on  the  subject;  after 
Samuel  Bettle  read  the  minute,  the  meeting  then  proceeded  in  its  onud 

way. 

Q.  After  the  proposition  of  William  Jackson,  that  the  old  clerks  shoild 
continue,  I  understood  you  to  say,  that  there  was  considerable  coBtro- 
yersy  on  the  subject,  until  some  one  of  the  members  made  a  propositioB 
in  favour  of  that  proposed  by  William  Jackson.  Did  such  propositiim 
come  from  an  individual  who  has  since  joined  in  the  secessiODi  or  not? 

A.  It  was  from  a  leading  member  in  the  secession. 

Q.  What  other  incidents  occurred  in  that  Yearly  Meeting,  difljering 
from  the  usual  proceedings  in  other  Yearly  Meetings? 

A.  The  next  morning,  I  believe  it  was,  John  Comly  rose  and  informed 
the  meeting,  that  he  could  not  conscientiously  act  in  that  meeting,  when 
he  apprehended  there  were  so  many  whose  views  were  irreconcilablet 
I  mention  the  substance,  but  do  not  profess  to  give  the  exact  word»— 
and  proposed  that  the  meeting  should  adjourn,  without  stating  any  tine 
—the  proposition  was  soon  overruled,  and  he  did  submit  to  act  as  asnst- 
ant  clerk,  by  coming  to  the  table,  and  performing  the  usual  Unties  of 
such  an  office.  The  meeting  then  proceeded  to  continue  its  sittings,  if 
my  memory  serves  me,  until  Sixth-day^— in  the  last  sitting  of  whidAayi 
a  committee  of  women  Friends  came  in  and  informed  the  meetingf  tint 
they  had  concluded  to  appoint  a  committee  to  visit  the  Quarterly  isd 
Monthly  Meetings,  constituting  the  Yearly  Meeting,  provided  it  net 
with  the  concurrence  of  men  Friends.  A  great  controversy  socm  arois 
on  the  subject;  many  of  those,  who  have  since  seceded,  objectiM  t^di 
measure.  As  it  was  pretty  well  known,  I  apprehend,  by  a  consBteraNe 
majority  in  the  meeting,  that  several  private  meetings  had  been  held  it 
dinerent  times,  during  the  week,  by  a  large  number,  to  mature  plans  for 
their  secession,  it  was  considered  very  much  out  of  place  for  anyof  thoie 
to  object  to  the  proceedings  of  a  meeting  with  which  they  were  dete^ 
mined  to  have  no  connexion.  At  a  time  of  the  greatest  commotioBf  ti 
individual  informed  the  meeting  that  he  had  the  preceding  evening  beea 
at  one  of  those  private  irregular  meetings,  in  which  they  had  prepsred 
an  epistle  to  be  sent  down  to  the  subordinate  meetings,  and  had  it  is 
contemplation  to  appoint  a  committee  to  accompany  it.  It  is  jait  to 
state  that  this  last  proposition  did  not  take  place,  although  it  wu  pis* 
posed,  as  I  have  mentioned.  This  circumstance  fully  confirmed  Friesdi 
m  the  belief,  that  it  would  be  imperative  upon  them  to  unite  with  the 
proposition  brought  in  by  women  Friends,  and  the  opposition  pitttf 
generally  ceasing,  if  not  altogether,  the  meeting  proceeded  to  appoistt 
committee,  to  unite  with  the  women's  committee,  in  visiting  all  the^l^ 
ordinate  meetings,  as  way  might  open.  The  meeting  proceeded  with 
reading  the  epistles  till  they  were  gone  through  with,  and  then  adjournrf 
in  a  regular  manner  to  the  usual  time  next  year,  withoutTone  dissenttag 
voice.  Those  who  have  since  gone  off  in  the  secession,  were  gcnerttty 
present  at  the  time  of  the  adjournment.  I  believe  the  Yearly  Meet-  i 
mg  was  as  large  and  numerous  at  the  last  sitting,  as  at  any  sitting  dartdg 
the  week. 

One  of  the  leading  members  of  the  secession  got  up,  and  recom* 
mended  to  his  friends,  that  they  should  quietly  withdraw  from  the  1 
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BBes  or  barns,  until  they  could  be  belter  ftccommodaied;  and  happ^ 
Ifthem  and  us  it  would  have  been,  if  they  had  kept  to  that  determina- 

[  was  named  on  the  committee,  above  mentioned,  for  visiting  the 
mrdinale  meetings,  and  acted  as  a  member  of  it>  They  visited  all 
t  Quarterly  Meetings  belonging  to  ihe  Yearly  Meeting  several  times, 
Mpt  the  southern  Quarter;  and  all  the  Monthly  Meetings,  with  the 
I  exception.  They  visited  the  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  in 
Ib-raonth,  being  the  next  after  the  Yearly  Meeting.  At  the  said 
igton  Quarterly  Meeting,riearly  all  the  committee  of  men  and  women 
mds  attended  in  the  said  Fifth-month.  The  minute  of  their  appoint- 
s  laid  OR  the  table  nearly  at  the  same  time  with' a  report  of  part 
of  the  representatives  to  the  late  Yearly  Meeting,  which  report  some  of 
the  members  insisted  should  be  read.  It  was  urged  on  the  other  side 
lo  be  irregular,  as  the  printed  extracts  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  had  come 
down,  and  as  being  entirely  unprecedented  in  the  history  of  the  society} 
Bad  also,  that  part  of  the  representatives  knew  nothing  of  said  report. 
The  clerk  observed,  after  considerable  controversy,  and  objections  made 
to  reading  the  minute  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  that  to  satisfy  both  sides, 
be  would  read  the  minute  and  the  report  also,  which  he  did.  There  were 
then  in  attendance  a  few  members  from  Green  street,  with  a  paper,  pur- 
porting to  be  a  request  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington  would 
receive  that  Monthly  Meeting,  as  a  component  part  of  said  body — strong 
objeciionswere  offered  to  this  procedure.as  being  entirelyconiradictory  to 
the  di&cipline  and  universal  usage  of  Friends  j  there  was  a  committee  of 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  then  present,  which  produced  a 
minute  from  that  meeting,  informing  them  that  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting  had  been  regularly  laid  down,  and  its  members  joined  to  the 
Monthly  Meeting  of  the  northern  district.  The  meeting  refused  to  read 
this  latter  minute,  but  the  committee  informed  them  of  its  purport; 
nevertheless,  the  meeting  directed  the  clerk  to  form  a  minute,  to  receive 
Green  street  as  one  of  its  component  parts.  The  clerk  stated,  that  it 
was  8D  inconsistent  with  the  discipline  of  the  society,  that  he  could  not 
conscieniioubly  make  such  a  minute;  another  individual  was  called  to 
the  table,  who  performed  the  service.  I  think  a  proposition  in  writing 
>ras  then  read,  from  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  fiyberry.  requesting  that 
it  would  dissolve  its  connexion  with  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia; 
but  it  was  not  acted  upon  at  that  time.  I  believe,  at  that  time,  or  at  the 
succeeding:  quarter,  they,  (that  is,  the  Abington  Quarter,}  dissolved 
their  connexion  with  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  by  releasing  their  mem- 
ber>  from  that  appointment;  information  was  also  given  to  the  Quarterly 
Meeting,  by  several  of  the  reports  from  the  Monthly  Meetings,  that  the 
cplitle  issued  at  Green  street,  at  the  time  of  ihe  late  Yearly  Meeting,  had 
been  read  in  their  several  meetings,  with  a  i-equest  that  it  should  alio  be 
read  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting;  I  have  stated  these  circumstances  as  un- 

(reccctcnted  violations  of  our  discipline.  Although  the  minute  of  the 
early  Meeting,  appointing  the  committee,  was  read,  yet  they  rejected 
the  authority  of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  but  were  willing  to 
bear  «ny  thing  they  had  to  say  as  individuals. 

Adjourned  until  Monday  morning  next,  at  ten  o'clock,  at  the  s 
place. 


i 

I 


220 

Monday  morning,  September  S7th,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Examint- 
tion  of  Joseph  Whitall  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Q.  Are  the  subordinate  meetings  bound  to  receive  those  Yearly  Meet- 
ing's committees? 

A.  It  would  be  considered  very  disorderly;  and  was  such  a  circam- 
stance,  as  I  never  knew  or  heard  of  before-  To  refuse  to  receive  them, 
would  certainly  be  a  direct  violation  of  the  discipline  of  the  society,  tnd 
a  direct  infringement  of  that  subordination,  without  which  no  Ycariy 
or  Quarterly  Meeting  could  long  subsist  in  the  society;  and  persittbig 
in  such  a  refusal,  would  no  doubt  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  laying  dowa 
such  refractory  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  this  course  persisted  in  by  that  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  did 
they  subsequently  disconnect  themselves  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia,  by  appointing  representatives  to  another  meeting? 

A.  The  committee  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  generally  attended  the  not 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington,  held  in  Eighth-month,  at  which  time 
they  appointed  representatives  to  attend,  what  they  called  a  Yearly  Meet- 
ing, to  be  held  at  Green  street,  in  Tenth-month  following.  Soand 
Friends  belonging  to  that  meeting,  and  the  members  of  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing's committee,  protested  against  their  conduct,  as  doing  it  by  the 
authority  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington,  in  subordination  to  iti 
legitimate  Yearly  Meeting;  and,  therefore,  they  considered  their  pro- 
ceedings as  entirely  irregular.  Soon  after  this  took  place,  the  memben 
of  that  meeting,  who  were  attached  to  the  doctrine  and  discipline  of  oar 
society,  were  requested  to  remain  in  the  house,  and  hold  a  regular 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington^^xn  subordination  to  the  Yearly  Mcetiif 
held  at  Arch  street,  the  third  Second-day  of  Fourth-month. 

They  did  accordingly  remain  in  the  house;  a  large  portion  of  the 
members  of  the  meeting  did  withdraw;  when  Friends  collected  in  one 
corner  of  the  house,  they  were  surrounded  by  about  thirty ^  who  stood 
and  gazed  upon  us,  some  of  whom  behaved  with  much  indeconmu 
Friends  appomted  a  clerk,  who  came  to  the  table,  and  prepared  a  minote, 
to  adjourn  that  meeting  to  the  next  morning  at  ten  o'clock.  When  they 
met  pursuant  to  adjournment,  they  found  the  meeting  house  locked,  and 
between  twenty  and  thirty  of  those  who  had  seceded,  with  a  view,  as  we 
understood,  to  prevent  us  from  getting  into  the  house  if  we  made  the 
attempt.  Friends  collected  under  the  shade  of  some  adjoining  trees  neir 
the  house,  where  they  were  favoured  to  feel  a  heavenly  and  preciou 
solemnity.  The  meeting  was  then  adjourned  to  a  neighbouring  miU* 
where  men  and  women  both  met,  and  held  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  in 
such  a  manner  as  afforded  encouragement  and  comfort;  that  meeting 
has  since  been  continued,  and  held  its  meetings  regularly  to  the  present 
time. 

Q.  Is  that  meeting  represented  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  in  Arc^ 
street,  Philadelphia? 

A.  It  is,  and  has  been  from  that  time  to  the  present:  and  has  alway> 
been  considered  and  treated  by  that  Ycariy  Meeting,  as  the  regular 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington ;  and  with  great  propriety,  for  I  app**" 
hend,  the  legality  of  that  meeting  was  no  more  affected  by  the  secession, 
than  if  they  had  all  moved  to  Canada,  or  died  during  that  time. 

Q.  Did  that  meeting  receive  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  in  their 
ofiicial  caparitv.' 
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t9f  they  did;  and  treated  us  as  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee 
respect, 
hether  the  meeting  at  its  first  sitting,  prior  to  a  Friend's  pro- 

0  Friends  to  remain  in  the  house*  and  hold  the  regular  Quarterly 
of  Abington^  as  you  have  related,  had  received  and  acknowledged  * 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee? 

hey  had  not;  they  paid  no  regard  to  any  thing  that  was  offered 
''early  Meeting's  committee. 

as  it  in  consequence  of  this  violation  of  the  discipline,  that 
continued  the  sitting  as  spoken  of? 
was. 

&s  that  meeting,  which  sent  representatives  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
reen  street,  as  you  have  related,  ever  since  sent  representatives 
early  meeting  held  in  Arch  street? 

o.  They  have  never  been  recognised  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
in  any  way  or  shape  as  a  Quarterly  Meeting;  but  the  members 
y,  who  were  engaged  in  this  secession,  have  been  disowned,  ac* 
to  general  repute.  That  meeting  is  generally  reputed  to  be  in- 
3n  with  the  meeting  held  annually  in  Green  and  Cherry  streets* 
'as  John  Comly,  who  has  been  spoken  of  as  assistant  clerk  at  the 
Meeting  of  1827,  a  member  of  that  Quarterly  Meeting? 
»•  He  was  at  that  time;  and  a  member  of  Byberry  Monthly 
'•  He,  with  others,  who  had  been  representatives  to  the  Yearly 
:  of  1827,  took  a  leading  part,  and  united  with  those  who  rejected 
rly  Meeting's  committee,  I  believe,  in  both  the  meetings  of  the 
d  Eighth-month. 

he  reputed  to  be  in  full  unity  with  and  an  approved  minister  of 
lion  of  the  society  who  have  seceded? 
J  general  reputation  he  is  so  considered, 
it  always  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  receive  and  record  the  sense 
leeting,  at  the  meetings  for  discipline? 

lat  is  the  general  understanding,  and  universal  practice ;  and  in 
liar  course  of  the  administration  of  the  discipline,  I  have  never 
in  instance  of  the  sense  of  the  meeting  being  received  and  re- 
in a  different  way :  the  clerk  is  always  the  orgai^  by%hom  the 
the  meeting  is  gathered  and  recorded.  * 

^as  the  person  you  have  mentioned  as  being  sent  to  the  table  at 
n,  appointed  by  the  meeting  to  be  its  clerk? 
my  memory  serves  me  right,  he  was  called  to  the  table  for  the 
lurpose  mentioned,  and  then  withdrew:  the  clerk  having  declined 
the  minute  he  was  required  to,  in  consequence  of  its  being  a 

1  of  the  discipline,  the  person  mentioned  was  called  for  that  pur- 

fter  the  withdrawal  of  that  person,  did  the  clerk  continue  to  per- 

(  duties? 

is  my  impression  that  he  did  the  remaining  part  of  the  meeting. 

8  a  member  of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  did  you  also 

(ucks  Quarterly  Meeting? 

did,  in  Fifth-month,  1827. 

""ere  you  received  by  it  as  such  committee? 

ne  of  the  members  of  that  committee  laid  the  minute  of  their 

nent  on  the  table,  with  information  of  its  contents,  but  the  clerk 

to  read  it;  the  meeting  also  rejected  the  extracts  of  the  last  Yearly 
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Meeting.  The  epistle  which  was  issued  from  Green  street  in  Fourth- 
month,  was,  by  several  of  the  Monthly  Meetings  composing  that  Quarter, 
recommended  to  be  read  in  that  meeting,  which  was  accordingly  done, 
against  the  mind  of  a  considerable  number  of  Friends,  and  the  Yearif 
Meeting's  committee.  They  also  dissolved  their  connexion  with  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  by  releasing  their  representatives  in  that  meetinf 
by  minute,  from  any  further  service,  either  at  this  or  the  next  meeting. 
I  recollect  particularly  that  one  of  them  did  not  consider  himself  bouiid 
by  that  conclusion,  and  continued  to  attend  the  meeting  as  theretofore. 

Q.  Can  a  Quarterly  Meeting  decline  appointing  representatives  to  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  without  a  breach  of  the  good  order  of  the  society) 

A.  No;  it  would  be  considered  as  very  irregular;  and  if  persisted  is, 
it  would  undoubtedly  show  great  want  of  unity  with  the  body^  and  I 
apprehend  would  ultimately  lead  to  the  laying  down  of  such  refractorj 
meeting. 

Q.  Has  there  been  a  secession  from  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Bucki 
also? 

A.  Yes;  I  attended  that  Quarterly  Meeting  in  Eighth-month  following', 
in  company  with  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  and  as  a  member  of 
it.     At  this  meeting  some  of  the  members  of  Mount  Holly  Monthly 
Meeting  attended,  and  produced  a  minute,  purporting  to  be  a  requeit 
that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Bucks  would  receive  them  as  a  component 
part  of  that  Quarterly  Meeting,  having  informed  that  meeting,  that  it 
had  dissolved  its  connexion  with  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  BnrlingtoSi 
It  was  strongly  objected  to,  as  being  irregular,  and  entirely  contrary  to 
our  order;  but  they  were  received,  notwithstanding.    The  meeting  then 
proceeded  to  appoint  representatives  to  attend  the  proposed  meetiog  st 
Green  street,  in  Tenth-month,  which  they  called  a  Yearly  Meeting.   The 
members  of  the  meeting  who  considered  themselves  attached  to  the  doc- 
trines and  discipline  of  our  society,  were  desired  to  remain  in  the  hosK 
after  the  others  should  withdraw,  which  they  did;  and  appointed  aderk, 
in  order  to  continue  the  regular  Quarterly  Meeting:  whqn  a  minute  wai 
made  suitable  to  the  occasion,  the  meeting  adjourned,  to  meet  again  not 
morning  at  ten  o'clock.     The  meeting  met  pursuant  to  adjournment,  ttd 
held  a  ve^  satisfactory  meeting,  without  any  molestation  from  those  who 
had  seceded  from  us.     This  meeting  has  been  continued  by  regular  ad- 
journments, from  that  time  up  to  the  present:  it  received  us  as  the  Yearif 
Meeting's  committee,  and  has  been  ever  since  recognised  as  the  Qnv- 
terly  Meeting  of  Bucks,  and  has  sent  representatives  to  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing, and  also  representatives  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings.     The  objec- 
tions against  receiving  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  were  madehy 
those  who  have  seceded  from  the  society,  and  by  those  who  appointed 
representatives  to  the  Orccn  street  meeting. 

Q.  Can  a  Quarterly  Meeting  receive  as  a  component  part  of  its  body 
a  Monthly  Meeting  which  applies  to  be  so  received,  without  the  conieot 
of  the  Quarter  to  which  the  said  Monthly  was  previously  attached? 

A.  I  apprehend  such  a  circumstance  never  before  occurred  in  the 
annals  of  our  society,  and  it  would  doubtless  be  sufficient  cause  for  the 
Yearly  Meeting  to  dissolve  that  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meeting,  should 
they  persist  in  such  a  course.  Friends  continued  the  sessions  of  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  in  consequence  of  the  disorderly  proceedings^  be- 
lieving that  all  acts  that  were  so  directly  opposed  to  the  discipline  of 
the  society  were  null  and  void  in  themselves,  and  could  in  nowise  affect 
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1  real  and  genuine  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Bucks,  that  acted  in  subordi- 
nation to  its  superior  meeting. 

Q.  Hare  those  persons  who  have  withdrawn  from  the  society,  and 
who  appointed  representatives  to  the  Green  street  meeting,  ever  been 
recognised  as  a  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Bucks,  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Friends? 

A.  No,  they  never  have  been:  they  have  never  sent  any  representatives 
to  the  Yearly  Meeting ;  but  they  are  reputed  to  be  in  connexion  with, 
ud  to  send  representatives  to,  the  Green  street  meeting.  That  portion 
that  constitutes  the  meeting  in  connexion  with  the  Green  street  meeting, 
is  composed  of  those  who  in  the  Bucks  Quarterly  Meeting,  opposed  the 
receiving  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee.  As  a  member  of  the  said 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  I  with  others  visited  the  Philadelphia 
Quarter.  We  were  received  cordially,  and  the  committee's  attendance 
noted  on  the  minutes.  We  also  visited  Concord,  in  Fifth-month  follow- 
hg  the  Philadelphia  Quarter.  There  the  minute  was  read,  and  some 
time  spent  in  considering  whether  their  attendance  should  be  noted  on 
the  minutes,  the  consideration  of  which  was  afterwards  referred  to  the 
next  meeting.  There  was  a  proposition  from  one  of  the  Monthly  Meet- 
mgs  to  read  the  Green  street  epistle,  but  it  was  not  at  that  time  acceded 
tOb  We,  also  visited  Cain  Quarter,  and  were  received  there,  and  a  mi- 
ante  was  made  of  the  attendance  of  the  committee.  We  also  visited  the 
western  Quarter.  The  minute  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  appointing  the 
committee  was  there  read,  but  I  believe  not  noted  on  the  minutes. 

The  committee  did  not  visit  the  southern  Quarter.  The  committee 
was  so  small,  and  other  Quarterly  Meetings  coming  so  near  at  hand, 
was  the  reason  why  we  did  not.  That  Quarter  has  since  been  dissolved 
bf  the  Yearly  Meeting.  We  visited  Burlington  Quarter  in  Fifth-month} 
the  committee  generally  attended  there.  We  were  kindly  received  by 
that  meeting,  and  our  attendance  noted  on  the  minutes.  We  also  at- 
tended Haddonfield  Quarter  in  Sixth -month — we  were  well  received 
there,  and  our  attendance  noted  on  the  minutes.  Part  of  the  committee 
attended  Salem  Quarter;  it  coming  on  the  same  day  with  Cain  Quarter, 
the  committee  divided.  I  was  not  at  Salem,  but  have  read  the  minutes 
of  that  day,  from  which,  and  from  general  repute,  I  can  say  that  the 
committee  were  there  received  without  a  dissenting  voice.  Part  of  the 
committee  visited  Shrewsbury  and  Rahway  Quarter,  the  first  time,  I 
believe,  in  Eighth-month.  I  was  not  there;  from  general  reputation, 
they  were  received.  Those  eleven  Quarterly  Meetings  constituted  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  at  that  time.  But  one  of  all  the  Quar- 
terly Meetings  refused  to  have  the  Yearly  Meeting's  minutes  read,  and 
that  was  Bucks.  All  the  other  Quarters  recognised  the  legality  of  the 
appointment  of  that  committee,  by  receiving  and  reading  the  minute  of 
their  appointment  by  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

At  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  Philadelphia,  in  1837,  the  sum 
of  three  thousand  dollars  was  directed  to  be  raised  by  the  several  Quar- 
terly Meetings  constituting  it,  to  assist  our  Friends  in  North  Carolina, 
and  from  the  report  of  our  treasurer,  at  the  time  of  the  next  Yearly 
Meeting,  it  appeared  that  that  request  had  been  complied  with.  I  be- 
lieve by  all  the  Quarters,  each  Quarter  contributing  a  part  of  the  sum. 

Q.  How  many  of  these  Quarterly  Meetings  appointed  representatives 
to  the  meeting  held  in  Green  street,  in  Tenth-month  of  that  year? 

A.  Abington,  Bucks,  Coj^cord,  and  the  Western,  just  before  their 
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secession,  in  Eighth-month  appointed  representatives^  and  I  presume 
the  southern  Quarter  did;  that  would  make  five  Quarters;  and  no  other 
Quarterly  Meetings,  within  the  bounds  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  did  ap- 
point representatives  to  that  meeting  in  Green  street.  There  were  six 
Quarterly  Meetings  that  did  not  appoint  representatives  to  it.  In  ill 
these  meetings  where  such  appointments  were  made,  and  when  I  was 
present,  Friends,  that  is,  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  together  with 
a  considerable  number  of  leading  and  useful  members,  both  miniiteri 
and  elders,  did  at  the  time,  oppose  and  protest  against  such  appoiat- 
ment,  as  altogether  illegal  and  disorderly.  And  they  continued  the 
sessions  of  those  meetings,  as  has  been  related,  in  consequence  of  these 
disorderly  proceedings;  and  when  the  regular  and  proper  time  came 
round,  they  made  appointments  of  representatives  to  the  Yearly  Meeting 
of  Friends  in  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Did  the  meeting  in  Green  street,  held  in  Tenth-monthy  ISS^ypttP- 
port  to  be  a  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  If  my  recollection  serves  me  right,  it  did  purport  to  be  a  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Friends,  held  in  Philadelphia.  By  general  reputation,  bat 
not  of  my  certain  knowledge,  it  adjourned  to  meet  on  the  second  Second- 
day  of  Fourth-month,  in  the  succeeding  year,  and  has  continued  to  hold 
its  sessions  at  that  time,  yearly,  to  the  present  time.  That  meeting hu 
never  been  recognised  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  by  the  great  body 
of  the  Society  of  Friends.  By  reputation,  it  has  been  disclaimed  by 
every  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  the  world.  I  have  full  and  satiiitc- 
tory  evidence  that  all  of  them  have,  by  minutes  or  testimonies,  from  ths 
different  Yearly  Meetings,  except  Dublin;  and  that  has,  from  geneni 
reputation. 

The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia,  which  was  hdd  oi 
the  third  Second-day  of  Fourth-month,  1827,  has  been  continued  to  be 
held  at  the  same  time  and  place,  until  the  present;  and  is  still  infifl 
correspondence  with,  and  recognised  by,  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetingt' 
of  Friends,  both  on  the  continent  of  America,  and  in  Europe,  esceit 
Dublin,  with  which  meeting  we  have  not  been  in  the  habit  of  correspoar 
ing  until  the  last  Yearly  Meeting.  It  continues  to  exercise  the  stiN 
powers,  and  in  the  same  manner,  as  it  did  at  and  before  the  Yeailf 
Meeting  of  1827.  All  the  Quarters  which  were  represented  in  it  lA 
1827,  are  still  represented  in  it,  except  the  southern,  which  has  beenltfi 
down. 

The  separation,  or  secession,  after  the  Green  street  meeting  of 
Tenth-month,  1827,  took  place  in  all  the  remaining  Quarters  that  bid 
not  sent  representatives  to  that  meeting,  viz:  at  Salem,  and  BurlingtMN 
and  Cain,  in  Eleventh-month;  Haddonfield  in  Twelfth-month,  and  »l 
Shrewsbury  and  Railway,  in  Second-month  following,  as  I  believe 
I  was  at  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington  in  Eighth-month,  at  * 
member  of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  where  a  member  fren* 
Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting  laid  on  the  table  a  minute,  which  he  said 
contained  information  that  that  Monthly  Meeting  had  dissolved  its  con- 
nexion with  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington.  It  was  considered  a 
very  singular  proceeding,  and  a  committee  was  appointed  to  go  down 
and  visit  it.  This  was  the  same  Monthly  Meeting  that  I  have  before 
mentioned,  as  requesting  to  be  joined  to  Bucks. 

Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting  was  composed  of  the  following  Monthly 
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Meetings^  viz:  Burlington,  Chesterfield,  Upper  Springfield, Mount  Holly, 
and  Little  Egg  Harbour,  being  five  in  number. 

I  was  at  a  Monthly  Meeting  held  at  Crosswicks,  called  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting,  in  Tenth-month,  1827,  before  the  separation  in  the 
Bnrlfngton  Quarter.  Immediately  upon  the  closing  of  the  shutters, 
•  (that  is,  the  partition  between  men  and  women  Friends,)  Jediah  Mid- 
dleton  having  taken  possession  of  the  clerk's  table,  previous  to  the 
%  gathering  of  the  meeting,  arose  and  attempted  to  read  a  minute  to  open 
I  .  the  meeting,  but  was  requested  to  desist  by  an  elder  of  that  meeting, 
and  auffer  the  regular  clerk  to  come  to  the  table.  After  considerable 
controversy,  he  persisted  in  reading  a  minute  for  the  purpose  of  open- 
ing the  meeting.  A  number  of  Friends,  and  of  the  active  members, 
protested  against  such  conduct.  He,  with  some  who  have  since  seceded, 
went  on  to  transact  some  kind  of  business,  which  the  members  of  the 
meeting  appeared  to  be  pretty  much  unacquainted  with.  A  certificate 
was  produced  for  a  minor,  directed  to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting, 
md  was  signed  by  this  irregular  clerk.  An  appointment  of  represen- 
tatives was  then  made  to  attend  their  proposed  new  Yearly  Meeting  at 
^  Green  street.  A  committee  was  sent  in  to  the  women  to  request  them 
[  to  do  likewise.  This  intruder  then  left  the  table,  and  suffered  the  regu- 
t  lar  clerk  to  come  to  it.  There  were  two  or  three  persons  from  the 
B  meedng  at  Green  street  present,  whose  right  to  sit  there  was  doubted  of 
W  by  Friends,  and  they  were  requested  to  withdraw,  which  they  refused 
to  do,  when  Caleb  Pierce,  a  Friend  from  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, got  up  and  said,  **  it  was  with  very  great  regret  he  felt  himself  un- 
der the  necessity  of  exposing  his  fellow  citizens,  but  that  he  was  bound 
to  declare,  that  two  of  those  individuals  had  no  right,  according  to  our 
discipline,  to  sit  in  the  Monthly  Meeting."  Although  they  had  gone 
through  what  they  called  their  business,  still  they  all  remained  in  the 
house,  together  with  these  intruders,  and  would  not  leave.  Then,  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  Friends  had  generally  observed,  they  adjourned 
tbe  meeting  till  next  day. 

The  regular  clerk  of  the  meeting  at  that  time,  was  David  Clark^  and 
who  had  been  so  for  a  considerable  time.     There  was  no  pretence  set 
ap  at  that  time  at  all,  that  Jediah  Middleton  had  been  appointed  clerk. 
It  was  insisted  on  by  Friends,  that  he  had  no  right  to  act  as  the  clerk; 
that  he  was  obtruding  himself  upon  them ;  and  they  pro^sted  over  and 
over  again,  against  all  the  proceedings  transacted  while  he  was  at  the 
table,  as  being  an  intrusion  and  altogether  out  of  order. 
Q.  Was  the  opening  minute  prepared  by  him  at  the  table? 
A.  No,  I  believe  not.     He  had  not  time  to  write  a  line,  or  a  word, 
perhaps,  after  the  shutters  were  closed,  before  he  proceeded  to  read  the 
minute.     The  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  had  been  regularly  laid 
down,  prior  to  this  time;  I  know  in  Fifth-month  previous,  as  I  was  at 
the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  when  it  was  laid  down.    The  sub- 
ject of  the  certificate  spoken  of,  was  largely  discussed;  and  directing  a 
certificate  to  a  Monthly  Meeting,  which  had  been  previously  laid  down, 
was  protested  against  as  entirely  irregular,  and  contrary  to  the  discipline; 
but,  notwithstanding,  the  granting  of  it  was  persisted  in,  and  the  certi- 
ficate signed  by  Jediah  Middleton. 

Q.  Is  it  consistent  4rith  the  discipline  and  order  of  your  society,  for 
a  Monthly  Meeting  to  appoint  representatives  to  a  Yearly  Meeting? 
A.  No.  Monthly  Meetings  appoint  representatives  to  attend  Qaarter- 
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ly  Meetings.  This  is  the  first  instance,  that  I  ever  heard  of  in  the  society, 
of  its  being  done.  The  appointment  of  representatives  to  a  Yearly  Meet- 
ing, belongs  exclusively  to  the  Quarterly  Meetings.  The  appointment 
of  such  representatives  was  at  the  time  protested  against,  and  their 
whole  proceedings,  as  I  have  said  before,  as  being  entirely  out  of  order, 
and  perfectly  arbitrary. 

Q.  Was  John  Comly  present  at  that  meeting? 

A.  John  Comly  was  present,  and  appealed  to  by  a  member  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  as  having  altered  his  sentiments  very  much 
since  our  last  Yearly  Meeting,  when  he  encouraged  his  fellows  to  make 
a  quiet  retreat,  or  he  would  then  have  lifted  up  his  hands  to  discourage 
such  an  improper  intrusion  into  our  meeting;  but  he  sat  silent  through* 
out,  and  made  no  reply.     There  were  divers  others  there  who  haves^ 
ceded,  and  who  were  not  members  of  that  meeting;  there  were  several, 
I  cannot  say  how  many.  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  minute  of  adjourn- 
ment being  made  by  Jcdiah  Middleton ;  as  he  and  they  continued  there, 
and  stayed  with  us  throughout.     After  Jediah  Middleton  left  the  tables 
David  Clark,  the  regular  clerk,  took  his  place,  and  made  a  regular  mi- 
nute, opening  the  meeting;  and  after  the  meeting  was  thus  regularly 
opened,  the  persons  I  have  mentioned  from  Green  street,  were  request* 
ed  to  withdraw,  that  the  meeting  might  proceed  regularly  in  its  buainenj 
they  did  not  withdraw,  and  in  consequence,  a  regular  adjournment  wu 
made,  specifying  the  extraordinary  circumstances  which  led  to  it,I  think 
The  minute  of  that  adjournment  was  made  at  the  time,  and  by  the  r^- 
lar  clerk  of  the  meeting,  and  was  until  the  next  morning.  In  punoande 
of  that  adjournment.  Friends  met,  as  I  understand  by  general  reputadoD^ 
I  attended  the  Monthly  Meeting  at  Springfield  that  day,  and  of  coune 
was  not  present.     The  said  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  adjourned** 
I  have  stated,  has  still  continued  to  meet  regularly  on  its  adjournments, 
and  still  constitutes  a  part  of  the  Burlington  Quarter;  and  Burlington 
Quarter,  still  constitutes  a  part  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in 
Philadelphia,  held  in  Arch  street.  The  persons  who  have  separated  from 
the  Burlington  Quarter,  are  reputed  to  hold  a  meeting,  which  they  cill 
Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  from  which  they  send  representa- 
tives to  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Green  street;  but  such  meeting  has  never 
been  recognised  as   a  Quarterly  Meeting,  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Friends  in  Philadelphia:  has  never  sent  representatives  to  it.  In  Salem 
Quarter  there  has  also  been  a  secession  from  the  society,  of  someof  iti 
members.     It  took  place  in  Eleventh-month,  1827.  After  the  Quarterlj 
Meeting  had  gone  through  all  its  regular  business,  a  report  was  read 
from  Pilesgrove  Monthly  Meeting,  which  requested  "  that  theQaarte^ 
ly  Meeting  of  Salem  would  transfer  its  right  to  the  new  Yearly  Mcctiag 
of  Green  street;  and  that  in  Second-month  following,  they  would  ap- 
point representatives  to  attend  the  Yearly  Meeting,  to  be  held  at  Green 
street,  on  the  second  Second-day  of  Fourth-month  following."    Several 
of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee  were  present,  when  they,  and  a  con- 
siderable number  of  other  Friends,  protested  decidedly  against  the  mea- 
sure, as  being  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  duty  it  owed  to  its  legiti' 
mate  Yearly  Meeting:  they  maintained  this  ground,  and  adjourned  the 
meeting  regularly  to  the  usual  time  and  place  at  Woodbury.    A  minute 
of  this  adjournment  was  regularly  made  by  the  r^ular  clerk.     Perhaps 
it  would  be  right  for  me  to  acknowledge,  that  there  was  a  majority  that 
went  off,  but  the  meeting  was  fully  satisfied,  that  no  majority  could  saoc- 
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lion  a  proceeding  so  irregular.  After  the  meeting  had  regularly  closed 
ud  led  the  house,  the  seccders  remained  behind,  and  adjourned  to  the 
Bext  momingf  as  was  understood,  when  they  agreed  to  adjourn  to  the 
same  place,  at  the  same  time,  that  Salem  Quarterly  Meeting  is  held  at 
Woodbury,  in  its  regular  course.  The  meeting  which  adjourned  to  the 
usual  time  and  place  at  Woodbury,  met  there  at  the  time  and  place  so 
idjoumed  to,  and  has  continued  to  tneet  and  adjourn  regularly  ever  since; 
and  it  still  sends  representatives  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Arch  streety 
and  is  recognised  fully  by  it  as  the  regular  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Salem* 
Those  persons  who  remained  in  the  house,  after  the  regular  close  of  the 
business,  and  adjournment  of  the  meeting,  have  seceded  from  the 
Society  of  Friends ;  and  have  not  since  met  with  us  in  our  Quarterly 
Meetiog.  They  are  reputed  to  hold  a  meeting,  which  they  call  the  Sa- 
lem Quarterly  Meeting;  and  there  is  no  doubt,  they  are  in  connexion 
with,  and  represented  in,  the  Green  street  Yearly  Meeting.  They  are 
act  recognised  by,  neither  have  they  ever  been  represented  in,  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Friends  in  Arch  street. 

The  Salem  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends  met  at  Woodbury  pursuant 
to  adjournment,  in  Second'month  following:  it  meets  now,  as  it  always 
had  done,  alternately  at  Salem  and  Woodbury.  Previous  to  this  Quar- 
terly Meeting  at  Woodbury,  and  after  the  separation  in  Eleventh-month, 
that  is  to  say,  at  the  Woodbury  Monthly  Meeting  in  Twelfth-month, 
.  several  persons,  who  were  either  disowned  or  under  dealing,  intruded 
themselves  into  the  meeting,  on  which  account,  they  refusing  to  with- 
draw, the  meeting  adjourned  regularly  by  its  regular  clerk  to  another 
day  in  that  same  week.  After  Friends  left  the  house,  those  who  were 
opposed  to  our  order  and  discipline,  pretended  to  hold  what  they  called 
a  Monthly  Meeting.  Those  persons  who  had  obtruded  themselves  into 
the  meeting,  remained  in  the  house  with  the  seccders.  If  I  remember 
rights  there  were  several  there  who  had  been  appointed  by  their  Green 
street  meeting  to  go  down  and  disorganize:  by  "disorganizing,"  I  mean 
their  favouring  the  views  of  those  who  wished  to  withdraw  the  Quarterly 
Meetings  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  Arch  street,  and  attach  them  to 
Green  street.  There  were  some  of  them  at  the  meeting  that  claimed  to 
be  there  by  the  authority  of  the  Green  street  meeting;  or  it  was  claimed 
for  them  by  others.  Previous  to  this  time  they  were  reputed  to  have 
held  a  number  of  irregular  meetings,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  about 
a  separation.  John  Comly  had  held  a  number  or  those  irregular  meet- 
ings within  the  bounds  of  our  Quarterly  Meeting.  I  was  present  at 
Pilesgrove  Monthly  Meeting  when  the  minute  was  agreed  on,  which  I 
have  spoken  of  as  being  produced  at  the  close  of  the  Salem  Quarterly 
Meeting. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock. 

Tuesday  morning,  September  28th,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Examina- 
tion of  Joseph  Whitall  continued.     Present  as  before. 

At  the  Pilesgrove  Mpnthly  Meeting  spoken  of,  the  epistle  from  Green 
street  meeting,  in  Tenth-month,  was  proposed  to  be  read  in  the  meeting, 
but  was  strongly  objected  to,  as  having  no  regular  connexion  with  that 
meeting;  but  the  clerk  uniting  with  many  others  who  favoured  it,  it  was 
accordingly  read:  a  proposition  was  then  made  by  the  individual  who 
introduced  the  epistle,  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  should  be  informed 
of  it  by  minute.     Several  mentioned  their  approbation;  the  clerk,  with- 
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out  writing  a  word,  as  I  believe,  got  up  and  read  the  minute  which  I 
have  already  stated  as  being  forwarded  and  read  in  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing of  Salem.  It  was  objected  to  by  several,  because  it  stated  what  did 
not  appear  to  have  taken  place  in  that  meeting,  as  it  appeared  very  evi- 
dent that  it  had  been  formed  out  of  the  meeting,  which  one  of  the  leading 
elders  admitted  was  the  case.  He  then  acknowledged,  in  answer  to  some 
objections  that  had  been  made  to  the  whole  procedure  as  being  a  breach 
of  our  discipline,  **  that  it  was  a  brcach^^he  allowed  it  was  a  breach, 
and*that  he  expected  to  be  disowned  for  the  part  he  had  taken  in  it,  but 
that  the  necessity  of  the  case  justified  the  measure."  This  declaration 
was  publicly  made  in  the  Monthly  Meeting.  From  general  repute,  there 
was  held  at  that  place  a  large  irregular  meeting  by  members  from  all 
parts  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  with  a  view  to  prepare  their  plans  for 
the  contemplated  secession,  which  took  place  as  has  been  already  stated. 
At  the  time  the  elder  made  the  acknowledgment  that  their  proceedingi 
were  contrary  to  the  discipline.  Sec.  as  I  have  stated,  there  was  no  one 
that  objected  to  the  correctness  of  that  acknowledgment,  but  it  was  ta- 
citly admitted  by  all. 

Wilmington  Monthly  Meeting  is  a  component  part  of  Concord  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  which  I  have  mentioned  as  having  visited,  as  one  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee.  As  one  of  that  committee  I  also  visited 
the  Wilmington  Monthly  Meeting.  I  attended  it  at  the  time  the  seces- 
sion took  place,  in  Tenth-month,  1827.  After  the  representatives  were 
appointed  to  attend  their  irregular  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Concord,  or 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  the  seccdcrs,  which  completed  their  work  of 
secession  in  that  Monthly  Meeting,  and  which  was,  I  believe,  their  lait 
act,  John  Comly  stood  up  and  expressed  his  sense  of  gratitude  that  he 
had  lived  to  see  the  day  which  he  had  prayed  for,  and  had  a  prospect  of 
for  eighteen  months  past:— this  he  stated  publicly  in  the  meeting.  He 
evidently  alluded  to  the  secession  which  had  then  taken  place,  and  been 
completed  by  their  last  act  of  appointing  representatives  to  their  pro- 
posed Quarterly  Meeting,  which  was  disclaimed  by  Friends  as  being 
entirely  out  of  order. 

In  the  year  1825  or  'Jfi,  (I  will  not  speak  positively  as  to  the  date,)  the 
southern  Quarterly  Meeting  displaced  two  of  their  representatives,  con- 
trary to  all  former  usage  in  the  society,  and  appointed  two  others  in 
their  places:  when  that  minute  was  read  in  the  Aleeting  for  Sufferings, 
it  was  considered  as  unprecedented,  and  opposed  by  a  decision  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  which  had  a  short  time  before  taken  place,  in  rejecting 
a  request  brought  up  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  change  the  manner  of 
appointing  representatives  to  that  meeting,  that  it  should  take  place 
periodically.     The  meeting  did  not  positively  reject  the  minute  from  the 
southern  Quarterly  Meeting,  but  appointed  a  large  committee,  I  think 
of  ten  Friends,  to  take  into  consideration  what  steps  would  be  proper  on 
such  an  extraordinary  occasion.     Eight  of  that  committee  met,  of  which 
John  Comly  was  one,  and  did,  without  a  dissenting  voice,  propose  that 
the  Meeting  for  Suflcrings  should  appoint  a  committee,  as  the  most  con- 
ciliatory step,  to  go  to  the  southern  Quarterlv  Meeting,  and  request  them 
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with,  except  by  a  very  few,  who  have  since  all  gone  off  in  the 
ion.      Ihe  b<julhern  Quarterly  Meeting  rejected  the  pro^Msition, 
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refusing  to  appoint  the  committee  as  proposed.  The  Meeting  for  Suf- 
ferings took  no  decisive  measures  in  the  case,  but  referred  it  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Whether  from  the  time  of  the  separation  of  the  society,  and  the 
establishment  of  the  Green  street  Yearly  Meeting,  Elias  Hicks  was 
generally  reputed  to  be  in  full  unity  with,  and  an  approved  minister  by, 
the  society  composing  that  meeting,  and  until  the  time  of  his  death? 

A.  He  was  in  all  parts  so  reputed,  I  believe,  and  was  generally  rcr 
ceived  and  acknowledged  by  the  several  meetings  constituting  that 
Green  street  meeting,  and  in  all  parts  of  the  United  States,  wherever  he 
went — and  by  general  reputation,  throughout  the  Society  of  Friends,  as 
far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  the  promulgation  of  his  unsound  doctrines 
laid  the  foundation  for  the  secession  which  has  takcrf  place  in  our 
lociety;  and  which  has  been  brought  about,  in  consequence  of  an  adhe- 
rence to  him  and  his  doctrines,  by  those  of  one  part,  and  by  an  opposi- 
tion to  his  doctrines,  by  those  of  the  other  part.  Yet  I  would  not 
undertake  to  say,  that  all  who  have  seceded  have  united  with  his  views, 
for  I  have  heard  several  of  them  declare  that  they  did  not — but  I  never 
could  understand,  how  they  could  consistently  give  him  their  support 
and  countenance,  unless  they  felt  unity  with  his  sentiments. 

On  the  testimony  being  read  over  to  the  witness,  he  says:  when  I 
spoke  of  the  sins  of  believers  being  remitted  on  account  of  the  death  and 
sufferings  of  Christ,  I  wish  to  add  the  following  explanation:  that  by 
believer^  in  the  sense  in  which  I  used  the  term,  I  mean  a  true  believer  in 
Christ,  which  doubtless  includes  repentance,  faith,  and  obedience. 

In  relation  to  what  I  have  said  concerning  the  '^Celestial  Magnet," 
I  have  further  to  add,  that  on  that  occasion,  Elias  Hicks  expressed  a 
favourable  opinion  of  it,  and  said,  ^'  he  thought  the  young  man  who 
ivrote  it  was  much  enlightened." 

In  justice  to  Elias  Hicks,  I  ought  to  say,  that  although  he  expressed 

'   an  opinion  that  the  Evangelists  gave  more  evidence  of  Jesus  being  the 

son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  than  otherwise,  as  I  have  related,  yet  he  did 

a.dniit,  on  that  occasion,  that  he  believed  in  the  miraculous  conception. 

I  was  totally  unable  to  reconcile  what,  in  this  respect,  appeared  to  me 

to  be  a  contradiction;  and  afterwards,  when  I  had  the  interview  with 

hini  at  Woodbury,  I  asked  him  whether  he  had  not  told  me,  at  New 

York,  **that  there  was  considerable  more  testimony  in  the  Evangelists, 

in  favour  of  Jesus  being  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  than  otherwise?" 

Wc  answered  me,  affirmatively,  that  he  had  told  me  so.     After  reading 

'^^s   letter  addressed  to  Thomas  Willis  on  the  subject,  and  his  public 

^**ni  muni  cation  at  Arch  street,  (Philadelphia,)  it  appeared  to  me  that 

^^  did  not  meanxhe  miraculous  conception  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  stated  in 

^hc  scriptures,  when  he  said  he  believed  in  the  miraculous  conception, 

.    When  speaking  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  at  Arch  street,  I  said 

5^  Continued  its  sittings  until  Sixth-day.     On  reflection,  I  am  under  the 

^^pression  that  it  continued  its  sittings  until  Seventh-day  morning.     I 

•peak  now  from  having  seen  the  minute  of  extract  signed  by  the  clerk, 

^'^d  not  of  my  certain  recollection. 

And  the  witness  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the  complain- 

^t,  and  Stacy  Decow  one  of  the  defendants,  he  answers  as  follows,  viz: 

Question.  Did  you  understand  Elias  Hicks  to  believe,  in  respect  to 

^^^  miraculous  conception^  as  he  has  expressed  himself  in  his  answer  to 

the  "  Six  Queries^'^^^^  I  have  ever  believed,  and  asserted  from  my  youth 
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up9  that  I  had  as  full  a  belief  in  the  miraculous  conception  of  the  fleshly 
body  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  it  was  possible  for  the  history  to  give  belief 
and  I  may  now  assure  thcei  that  I  never  thought  or  said  that  I  believed 
Joseph  was  his  father?" 

Answer.  I  cannot  believe  it,  from  all  the  testimony  I  have  heard  from 
his  own  mouth,  and  what  he  has  declared  to  others,  and  also  in  a  decla- 
ration published  at  Arch  street. 

Q.  Was  not  the  society  distinguished  in  the  beginning  by  that  badge 
of  fellowship  enjoined  by  Christ,  *^  by  this  shall  men  know  that  ye  tit 
my  disciples,  that  ye  love  one  another?*' 

A.  They  were,  in  a  very  remarkable  manner. 

Q.  Was  not  the  gathering  of  this  people  after  the  manner  expressed 
by  Barclay,  when  he  says,  '^  the  gathering  of  the  apostles  and  primitive 
christians  was  a  uniting  of  hearts,  and  not  of  heads  only;  yea,  where 
there  might  be  a  dissent  in  some  things,  in  point  of  judgment,  if  there 
be  this  unity  of  heart,  through  the  prevailing  of  the  same  life  of  righte- 
ousness, yet  the  true  fellowship  is  not  broken?"— [Works,  p.  697.J 

A.  I  should  wish  to  read  the  passage  in  Robert  Barclay,  that  I  may 
see  what  goes  before  and  after;  because,  he  may  there  explain  what  thae 
matters  are,  about  which  they  may  differ  in  judgment. 

Counsel.  My  question  is,  whether  the  gathering  was  after  the  manner 
expressed  in  it?  and  whether  it  be  truly  or  not  taken  from  Barclay,  whe- 
ther the  context  would  or  would  not  vary  the  meaning^-*The  witness  can 
answer  the  question  in  the  terms  of  it,  as  he  may  any  other  question  that 
shall  be  put  in  the  language  of  an  early  Friend. 

Witness.  If  the  book  is  produced,  I  will  endeavour  to  answer  every 
question  that  shall  be  proposed. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  decline  answering  the  qucfition  as  proposed? 

A.  I  have  made  my  answer.  I  do  not  decline  answering  if  the  book 
is  produced;  but  to  do  it  understandingly,  I  am  entitled,  I  apprehend,  to 
have  the  book  produced. 

Counsel.  I  then  put  my  question,  as  if  no  book  had  been  referred  to, 
and  ask  for  an  answer? 

Witness.  The  book  has  already  been  referred  to  by  the  counsel,  and  I 
do  not  consider  myself  bound  to  answer,  unless  the  book  is  produced* 
I  understood  in  the  former  examinations,  that  I  am  entitled  to  thii  pri* 
vilege,  by  our  counsel;  and  I  therefore  must  insist  on  the  book  beioS 
produced.     I  think  it  would  save  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  and  altered'' 
tion,  to  have  the  books  produced  when  the  questions  are  asked  froi^ 
them;  and  I  would  endeavour  to  answer  according  to  the  best  of  m^ 
knowledge  and  ability. 

The  witness  declining  to  answer  questions  founded  on  quotations,  o^ 
into  which  quotations  from  books  are  incorporated,  without  having  th^ 
said  books  produced  to  him,  which  the  counsel  declined  doing;  aim  th^ 
counsel  for  Joseph  Hcndrickson  advising  the  witness,  that  it  is  his  righ0 
to  see  the  book,  before  he  can  be  compelled  to  answer;  and  the  witness 
having  submitted  to  the  examiner,  whether  he  is  obliged  to  answer,  wii^ 
informed  by  him,  that  he  might  answer  as  to  his  knowledge  of  the  book^ 
or  passage  so  quoted,  or  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  question,  or  botll^ 
in  his  discretion;  leaving  it  to  the  counsel  to  take  all  legal  exceptions  t^ 
the  evidence;  which  will  be  noted  in  their  due  order.  The  cross-exam  - 
ining  counsel  states  further,  that  he  declines  producing  the  books,  o^ 
the  ground  of  the  delay  and  inconvenience  it  would  occasion.    He  L- 
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willing  they  be  used  on  the  trial  as  if  made  exhibits.  lie  claims  the 
right  to  put  his  questions  in  any  respectful  and  refevant  language  he 
thinks  proper;  and  made  the  offer  of  doing  so  without  referring  to  books, 
if  the  witness  and  the  counsel  on  that  side  preferred  it.  The  witness  is 
It  liberty  to  deny  the  matters  quoted^  as  being  the  doctrines  of  the  so- 
ciety, if  he  thinks  they  are  not  so,  by  the  same  rule  and  standard  that 
he  adjudges  Elias  Hicks  to  be  unsound. 

Witness.  If  the  counsel  leaves  it  to  me,  and  puts  the  question  with- 
out reference  to  the  book  as  mentioned  in  his  last  question,  I  should 
prefer  having  reference  to  the  book  and  page,  for  answer.  It  is  evi- 
dent, tibat  among  the  primitive  christians,  there  was  a  diversity  of  judg- 
meiU  on  minor  points,  without  a  breach  of  unity;  and  so  there  might 
have  been  among  Friends;  but  upon  the  important  doctrines  of  the  chris- 
tian religion,  which  were  the  ouH^ard  bond  of  their  communion,  a  di- 
rertity  of  judgment,  or  promulgating  doctrines  contrary  thereto,  was 
cause  for  dissatisfaction  and  disunion.  Robert  Barclay,  who  has  already 
been  quoted,  clearly  states  in  his  book  of  '^  Church  Government,"  that 
if  any  arise  and  promulgate  doctrines  contrary  to  those  received  by  the 
society,  that  it  is  bound  to  testify  its  disunion  therewith,  or  to  this  ef- 
fect; by  so  doing,  he  says,  they  naturally  scatter  themselves  from  the 
body.  , 

Q.  Did  Barclay  not  truly  express  the  distinguishing  principle  of  the 
society,  when  he  said,  ^  the  chief  and  first  principle,  arises  from  their 
inward  sense,  that  tied  them  togetherP"— [Works,  699.] 

A.  I  expect  he  means  by  it,  that  inward  setue^  that  is  profluced  by  the 
(^>eration  of  divine  truth  upon  the  mind:  with  this  interpretation,  I  own 
it  to  be  true.  I  have  no  doubt  he  thus  qualifies  it,  by  what  goes  either 
before,  or  follows  after  the  sentence. 

Q.  Were  they  not  more  distinguished  by  simplicity,  and  purity  of 
life,  and  good  works,  and  the  profession  of  that  inward  principle,  than  an 
adherence  to  any  outward  system  of  faith? 

A.  They  were  remarkably  characterized  for  purity  of  life  and  conver- 
sation; and  also  professed  their  belief  in  the  scriptures. of  truth. 

Q.  Were  they  not  careful  to  express  their  doctrines  in  the  language 
of  the  scriptures,  instead  of  the  interpretations  of  men;  and  did  they  not 
thereby  avoid  much  occasion  of  schism? 

A.  They  were  remarkably  careful  in  those  respects ;  and  to  declare 
their  disunity  with  the  interpretations  of  men  not  enlightened  by  divine 
truth. 

Q.  Does  jthe  witness  mean  to  be  understood  as  saying,  that  those  he 
uys  have  seceded,  do  not  believe  in  the  scripture  trinity,  of  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  and  that  ^'  these  three  are  one?" 

A-  I  do  certainly  believe,  that  Elias  Hicks  did  not  hold  that  doctrine, 
in  the  manner  ever  held  by  Friends. 

Q.  Wherein  was  the  difference? 

A.  As  already  stated  in  evidence,  ^  that  Christ  was  a  man  liable  to 
fid!  lik^  other  men/'  which  clearly  shows  that  he  did  not  believe  that  Je- 
sus was  the  Christ;  in  this  he  differed  from  Friends,  as  they  have  ever 
held,  that  Jems  is  the  Christ;  and  by  this  denial  he  showed  that  he  did 
■ot  hold  the  doctrine,  as  held  by  Friends. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  state,  wherein  he  and  Friends  differed  upon  the 
subject  of  the  trinity,  by  stating  what  each  held  upon  that  subject? 

A.  I  have  not  stated  in  evidence,  any  of  Elias's  views  relating  to  the 
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holy  Ihree^  cither  from  his  own  testimony,  or  otherwise ;  except  as  regtrdi 
our  Saviour,  the  eternal  word,  and  Son  of  God. 

Q.  Did  Elias  Hicks  deny  that  there  was  a  divine  nature  in  Christ,  and 
that  that  was  one  with  God? 

A.  lie  placed  him  on  a  level  with  other  righteous,  holy  men;  and  that 
"  he  had  a  portion  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  as  every  other  Israelite  had." 

Q.  Did  he  place  him  on  a  level  with  other  men,  when  he  said^  he  wis 
fully  swallowed  up  into  the  divine  nature  and  complete  divinity  of  bis 
holy  Father?" 

A.  All  the  difference  that  I  have  understood  Elias  to  make  between 
Christ  and  other  holy  men,  is  this,  that  ^  he  had  received  a  larger portm 
of  the  Holy  Spirit." 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Wednesday  morning,  September  29th,  1830,  atteno'clock.  Thecross- 
cxamination  of  Joseph  Whitall,  continued.   Present  as  before. 

Question.  Did  not  ancient  Friends  maintain,  *^  that  the  spirit  of  God 
in  us  is  the  same  that  was  in  Christ,  differing  only  in  measure  oTdegrtt?* 

Answer.  They  held  that  in  him  dwelt  the  fulness  of  the  godhead  bo- 
dily; that  the  Holy  Spirit  dwelt  in  him  without  measure^  and  in  usfy 
measure* 

Q.  Was  it  the  same  spirit  that  dwelt  in  him,  that  is  in  us? 

A.  A  manifestation  ol  the  same  spirit,  by  measure. 

Q.  Did  they  not  hold  that  the  outward  body  was  not  the  Christ;  bat 
that  the  spirit  of  God,  that  dwelt  in  it,  was  the  true  Christ? 

A.  They  never  did  divide  between  Christ,  and  Jesus  of  Nazareth. 

Q.  Did  they  not  understand,  that  the  word  took,  or  was  manifestedi^ 
flesh,  [John  i.  14.]  and  not  in  a  literal  sense^  made  flesh? 

A.  They  have  believed  in  the  plain  scripture  testimony,  as  it  is  re- 
corded, concerning  Christ. 

Q.  Did  they  not  understand  Christ,  as  having  made  a  distinction  b^ 
tween  the  outward  body,  and  himself,  when  he  said,  *^  a  body  hastthoi 
prepared  me."  *'  I  of  mine  own  self  can  do  nothing;  the  works  that  I  do, 
I  do  not  of  myself,  the  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he  doeth  the  worki?" 

A.  I  would  rather  have  one  question  at  a  time.  He  did  distingnish  tf 
I  apprehend ;  and  such  was  the  sense  of  Friends. 

Q.  The  witness  has  asserted,  that  Elias  Hicks  stated,  that  it  was  '4ni* 
possible  the  word  should  be  made  flesh  ;"  and  was  not  this  the  idea  o' 
Penn,  when  he  says,  *'  if  that  which  was  before  Abraham,  and  yet  then 
in  being  the  same,  was  God,  as  none  that  own  the  scriptures  do  den^f 
then  because  that  outward  visible  body  was  not  before  Abraham,  th** 
was  not  God  ;  the  first  all  grant;  the  second  none  reasonably  doubt:  ft^ 
Christ  was  crucified  about  the  three  and  thirtieth  year  of  his  life,  af^ 
then  I  hope  none  will  believe  the  eternal  deity  was  transmuted,  or  trail*' 
substantiated  into  that  visible  body;  for  so  Christ's  answer  would  o^^ 
have  been  true;  for  that  mortal  which,  say  Reeve  and  Muggleton^ytsA  tli* 
eternal  God,  had  a  beginning,  and  was  of  that  age  the  Jews  said  it  to 
be?"— [2nd  Penn's  Works,  161.] 

A.  In  giving  an  explanation  to  that  text  in  John,  I  believe  Friends 
have  ever  understood  the  declaration  of  the  apostle  to  be  applicable,  that 
•*  Christ  took  not  on  him  the  nature  of  angels,  but  the  seed  of  Abraham." 

Q.  In  relation  to  the  trinity,  did  they  believe  that  the  outward  body 
of  Christ  is  one  of  the  Holy  Three? 
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Although  Friends  have  distinguished,  I  believe  they  mver  have 
ed  Christ  from  that  body  which  he  laid  down,  and  took  up  again. 
Would  you  not  understand  William  Penn  to  have  distinguished 
^en  the  body  and  the  divine  essence,  when  he  says,  ^*  whose  are  the 
!r'8,  and  of  whom  as  concerning  the  flesh,  Christ  came,  who  is  over 
rod  blessed  for  ever,  if  Christ,  as  concerned  the  flesh,  was  not  God, 
e  texts  manifestly  imply  it  by  a  distinction  between  his  appearance 
fct  body  of  flesh,  and  his  divine  essence  or  being  with  their  original^ 
that  fleshly  body  was  not  God,  or  the  eternal  God  was  not  substan- 
transmuted  into  that  fleshly  body?"     [2nd  Penn,  16 1.] 
I  admit  the  distinction :  he  did  distinguish. 
If  the  fleshly  body  was  not  God,  could  it  be  one  with  God,  or  one 
B  Holy  Three? 

If  I  have  understood  Friends  correctly,  they  have  admitted  a  dis^ 
on  between  Christ  and  that  prepared  body;  but  never  have  con* 
d  to  divide  Christ  from  his  body. ,  Friends  have  always  been  ex- 
Bgly  cautious  on  this  great  subject  of  the  holy  scripture  three,  that 
record  in  heaven :  aud  have  acknowledged  it  to  be  a  mystery  beyond 
comprehension. 

Have  they  not  understood  that  the  apparently  contradictory  texts, 
**lhe  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven  are  one,'*  "are  but  diflerent 
Testations  of  the  same  eternal,  omnipotent,  x)mnipresent,  spiritual 

I  do  not  at  present  recollect  any  such  explanation. 
If  Friends  have  not  divided  the  Christ  from  the  outward  body, 
they  held  that  the  two  united,  are  one  with  God? 

They  believe  in  Christ's  own  testimony,  **I  and  my  Father  are 
*  and  again,  "  He  that  hath  seen  me,  hath  seen  the  Father :"  "  why 
t  thou  then,  show  us  the  Father?" 

When  he  said  *'I  and  my  Father  are  one,"  have  not  Friends  con- 
id  that  he  spoke  of  himself,  in  reference  to  the  distinction  between 
elf  and  the  prepared  body? 
I  have  admitted  the  distinction  before,  I  think. 
Did  he  not  then  mean,  **the  divine  nature  in  him,  as  distinguished 
the  prepared  body,  was  one  with  God?^' 

I  have  understood  that  he  spoke  then  as  the  Word  that  was  made, 
>k,  flesh,  as  has  been  already  stated. 

Have  not  Friends  divided  between  the  Christ  and  the  outward  body, 
they  admit  that  the  outward  body  was  put  to  death,  but  not  the 
5  nature  that  dwelt  in  it? 

I  have  answered  that  question  before,  as  I  conceive;  Friends  have 
'I  refused  to  divide  between  Christ  and  his  body. 
Have  not  FFiends  also  generally  expressed  their  belief  in  regard 
\  trinity,  in  the  scripture  text  itself? 

I  stated,  I  believe,  in  my  examination  in  chief,  that  subject;  and 
to  that  for  answer. 

The  witness  has  spoken  of  expressions  by  Elias  Hicks,  tending  to 
e  Christ  to  the  level  of  a  man;  have  not  Friends  believed  that  in 
ct  to  the  outward,  he  was  a  noan? 

They  do  believe,  and  have  believed,  that  he  was  the  ^'Immanuel, 
nrith  us :"  that  he  is  God  and  man,  united  in  a  wonderful  manner. 
Have  they  not  believed,  that  in  respect  to  his  outward  body  he  was 
I  of  us,  since  it  is  said  in  scripture,  [Heb.  iL  17.]  **In  all  things 
L.   I.— 30 
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it  behooved  him  to  be  made  like  unto  his  brethren;''  and  in  the  4th  ch. 
V-  15.  **  We  have  not  a  high  priest,  which  cannot  be  touched  with  oar 
infirmities,  but  was  in  all  points  tempted  like  as  we  are,  yet  without  sin?" 

A.  Wc  hold  and  receive  all  the  testimonies  recorded  in  the  scriptures 
concerning  Christ:  and  that  last  quotation  from  the  scriptures  with  re- 
spect to  Christ's  being  a  high  priest,  disagrees  with  £Uas  Hicks'  yiewSi 
as  I  apprehend. 

Q.  Have  they  not  also  understood  the  same  from  this  expression  of 
Christ,  '^  Ye  seek  to  kill  me,  a  man  that  hath  told  you  the  truth,  which 
I  have  heard  of  God  :"  and  from  Acts  ii.  v.  22.  "Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a 
man  approved  of  God  by  miracles,  and  wonders,  and  signsy  which  God 
did  by  him?" 

A.  Friends  have  always  acknowledged  both  his  divinity  and  manhood. 

Q.  Have  they  not  understood  that  in  respect  to  the  spiritual  natnre, 
the  true  christian  is  one  with  him,  differing  only  in  the  measure  of  the 
spiritual  dispensation,  from  this  and  other  texts,  "I  am  the  vine,  ye  are 
the  branches :"  ^^  1  am  the  true  vine,  and  my  Father  is  the  husbandmtn:" 
["John  XV.  5-1.]  and  again,  "For  as  many  as  are  led  by  the  spirit  o( 
(vod,  they  are  the  sons  of  God;  the  spirit  itself  beareth  witness  with  our 
spirit,  that  we  are  the  children  of  God;  and  if  children,  then  heirs;  hein 
of  God,  and  joint-heirs  with  Christ;  if  so  be  that  wc  suffer  with  him, 
that  we  may  be  also  glorified  together?"  [Romans,  ch.  viii.  v.  14-17.] 

A.  As  I  said  before,  they  believe  in  all  the  scripture  testimony  con- 
cerning him;  but  never  did  place  themselves  upon  an  equality  with  Jem 
Christ. 

Q.  Did  not  William  Bailey  use  as  strong  an  expression  in  that  respect 
as  we  have  heard  during  this  testimony,  when  he  said,  "  We  are  taught, 
led,  and  guided  by,  and  are  possessors  of  a  measure  of  the  same  spirit 
of  grace  and  truth  that  was  in  that  person  Christ,  our  elder  brother|that 
suffered,"  etc.?  [Works,  159.  new  edit.  122.] 

A.  It  is  a  strong  expression,  but  I  do  not  understand  it  to  place  ni 
upon  an  equality  with  Christ. 

Q.  Did  Elias  Hicks  place  us  more  upon  an  equality  with  Christ  than 
Bailey  would  seem  to  from  this  question;  or  than  Penington  did,  whei 
he  said  "  there  was  the  outward  vessel  and  the  inward  life — this  wcce^ 
tainly  know,  and  can  never  call  the  bodily  garment  Christ,  but  that  which 
appeared  and  dwell  in  the  body."  [3d  Works,  p.  61-2.]  "That  which 
sanctified  and  kept  the  body  pure,  and  made  it  all  acceptable  in  hiD^ 
was  the  life,  holiness,  and  righteousness  ofthe  spirit;  and  the  samfe  thing 
that  kept  his  vessel  pure,  it  is  the  same  thing  that  clcanseth  us?"  [Ih.p. 
34.] 

A.  I  understand  Elias  Hicks  to  go  further,  and  entirely  disagree  irith 
Isaac  Pc^iington  concerning  Christ. 

Q.  Did  not  George  Fox,  as  well  as  Elias  Hicks,  consider  Christ  tt 
example,  when  he  said,  "  Christ  is  the  substance  of  all  figures,  and  his 
flesh  is  a  figure,  for  every  one  passeth  through  the  same  way  as  hedidi 
who  comes  to  know  Christ  in  the  flesh;  there  must  be  a  suffering  with 
him,  before  there  be  a  rejoicing  with  him.  Christ  is  an  example  for  aB 
to  walk  after;  and  if  thou  knowest  what  an  example  is,  thou  wouldat 
know  what  a  figure  is,  to  come  up  to  the  same  fulness?"— [Saul's  E^ 
rand  to  Damascus,  p.  14.] 

A.  George  Fox  did  believe,  I  apprehend,  clearly,  that  Christ  left  ua 
an  example  that  we  should  follow  his  steps;  but  he  also  believed  that 
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Christ  was  more  than  an  example;  that  he  ^^  tasted  death  for  every  man;" 

ttd  that  when  on  the  cross^  the  sins  of  all  mankind  were  upon  him,  and 
fer  which  he  did  make  an  offering,  but  that  he  died  not  as  he  was  God, 
And  herein  he  went  beyond,  and  differed  from  Elias  Hicks. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  understand  that  the  society  has  believed  in  a 
vieariaus  sacrifice  P 

A.  They  do  believe  that  Christ  died  for  the  ungodly*— -the  just  for  the 
unjust,  that  he  might  bring  us  unto  God.  And  again,  ^'  he  died  for  our 
sins,  according  to  the  scriptures,"  as  Paul  asserts. 

Q.  Does  the  society  then  hold  the  doctrine  of  original  sin,  and  the 
consequent  wrath  of  God  towards  his  own  creatures? 

Witness.  As  the  phrase  '^  original  sin"  is  not  one  made  use  of  by 
Friend8|I  ask  the  counsel  to  explain  what  he  means  by  it? 

Counsel.  I  mean  that  the  witness  shall  understand  it,  according  to  the 
idea  entertained  by  theologians  who  have  treated  upon  the  subject,  or 
the  common  and  prevalent  acceptation  of  it. 

Witness.  As  there  are  diversities  of  opinion  on  the  subject,  and  I 
know  not  to  which  the  counsel  alludes,  I  would  prefer  having  his  own 
meanings  and  then  I  can  answer  understandingly. 

Counsel.  I  suppose  the  prevalent  idea  to  be  this,  that  in  consequence 
of  Adam's  transgression,  all  his  posterity  partake  of  his  crime,  and  of 
the  wrath  of  God. 

A.  If  I  understand  the  views  of  Friends  on  the  subject,  they  hold  that 
by  the  fall  of  Adam,  a  seed  of  sin  was  conveyed  to  his  posterity;  but 
that  they  were  not  actual  sinners,  until  they  themselves  transgressed; 
and  that  he  and  his  posterity  stood  in  need  of  a  Saviour;  that  Adam  in 
hit  fallen  state,  begat  a  son  in  his  own  likeness,  and  could  not  convey  to 
any  of  his  posterity  that  which  he  did  not  possess.  I  refer  to  Barclay 
ibr  a  more  full  exposition  of  the  subject.  ^*  Barclay's  Apology,"  I 
mean* 

Q.  Do  you  then  hold  a  vicarious  sacrifice,  necessary  to  the  salvation 
of  the  innocent  infant,  or  innocent  man,  who  is  not  acquainted  with  sin? 

A.  Adam  could  not  convey  any  spiritual  life  to  his  children. 

Q.  Is  it  only  for  the  ungodly  that  Christ  became  a  vicarious  offering? 

A.  In  the  language  of  the  apostle,  ^^  death  hath  passed  upon  all  men, 
for  all  have  sinned,"  and  Christ  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not 
for  oar's  only,  but  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. 

Q.  Have  those  sinned,  and  has  death  passed  upon  them,  who,  accord- 
ing to  Barclay, ''  have  not  yet  partaken  of  Adam's  sin  by  the  like  acts  of 
disobedience?"*— [Apology,  p.  1 1 1.] 

A.  Our  blessed  Lord  declared,  '^  I  am  the  way,  and  the  truth,  and  the 
life,  and  no  man  cometh  unto  the  Father,  but  by  me;"  and  if  no  man 
can  enter  in,  but  by  him,  the  door  into  the  shccpfold,  infants  are  also 
included. 

Q.  Is  this  entrance  obtained  by  virtue  of  the  outward  sacrifice,  or 
through  obedience  to  the  manifestations  of  the  spirit  within? 

A.  We  consider  redemption  in  a  twofold  respect — ihtfirsi  relates  to 
that  which  Christ  did  in  his  prepared  body,  when  he  offered  up  a  sacri- 
fice for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  and  the  remission  of  sins  that  any 
partake  of  is  in,  and  by  that  most  satisfactory  sacrifice,  and  no  other- 
wise. The  second  part  relates  to  what  is  wrought  in  our  hearts  by  the 
pnrifying  operation  of  the  spirit  of  Christ,  to  make  us  meet  for  the  king* 
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dotn  of  heaven.     I  refer  to  Robert  Barclay  for  a  more  full  explanation 
of  the  case. 

Q.  Since  the  innocent  child^ath  not  sins  to  be  remitted,  is  iu  sain- 
tion  through  the  outward  sacrifice? 

A.  We  believe  that  it  was  necessary  that  Christ  should  come  andinf- 
fer,  to  repair  the  breach  which  Adam  gave  us  in  the  fall,  and  that  his 
outward  sacrifice  was  for  all  mankind,  as  well  infants  as  adults. 

Q.  Does  sin  attach  to,  or  corrupt,  the  spiritual  life,  or  the  tnimil 
nature  of  man,  according  to  the  view  of  your  society? 

A.  *'  The  soul  that  sinncth,  it  shall  die." 

Q.  The  witness  has  said  that  Adam  could  not  convey  any  spiritail  life 
to  his  children.  How  then  could  a  seed  of  sin  be  conveyed  to  his  poi-* 
terity  by  his  fall? 

A.  When  Adam  transgressed,  he  lost  the  divine  image  in  which  he 
was  created;  and  then  being  an  earthly,  natural  man,  could  only  beget  *i 
one  in  his  own  likeness. 

Q.  Did  he  then  beget  or  transmit  that  spiritual  life  which  alone  ctt 
experience  a  spiritual  death  from  sin? 

A.  He  could  not  beget  a  spiritual  life^a  stream  cannot  rise  higte 
than  its  fountain.  If  he  was  no  more  than  a  natural  man,  his  son  moit 
be  like  him. 

Q.  Does  then  the  seed  of  sin  attach  to  the  natural  man,  or  the  ipirituil 
life? 

A.  I  have  answered  that  question  already,  when  I  said,  ^^  the  sod  that 
sinneth,  it  shall  die." 

Q.  Has  not  the  society  believed,  that  the  reconciliation  and  atonemcDt 
to  be  wrought  between  God  and  his  creatures,  was  not  of  the  unchsngeF 
able  God  to  man,  but  of  erring  and  rebellious  man  to  God? 

A.  I  have  referred,  to  Robert  Barclay  for  a  further  explanation  of  the 
work  of  redemption,  both  as  it  relates  to  the  efficacy  of  the  suffieriap 
and  death  of  Christ,  and  also  of  the  work  of  sanctification  in  the  sosL 

Q.  Has  not  the  society  believed,  that  for  the  purpose  of  this  recon- 
ciliation, the  spirit  of  God  himself,  has  striven  in  man,  in  all  ftges? 

A.  It  has  believed  so;  but  not  without  a  reference  to  what  Christ  ha* 
done  and  suffered  for  us. 

Q.  Was  there  a  reference  to  what  Christ  did  and  suffered  at  Jerttsakf^ 
when  he  is  spoken  of  as  "  the  Lamb  slain  from  the  foundation  of  tb* 
world?"  •  . 

A.  We  believe  in  that  scripture  doctrine;  but  I  do  not  understand  t1^* 
drift  of  the  question.  The  ''  Lamb  slain  from  the  foundation  of  tl** 
world,"  I  understand  to  be  the  **  Lamb  of  God,  that  taketh  away  the  siO» 
of  the  world." 

Q.  Have  not  Friends  believed,  by  his  being  slain  from  the  foundati<^* 
of  the  world,  that  he  was  slain  in  his  inward  appearance,  by  the  disob^ 
dient  and  unrighteous,  according  to  the  scripture,  which  says,  "thrf 
now  crucify  to  themselves  the  Son  of  God  afresh?"— [Heb.  vi.  ch.  6  r- J 

A.  He  was  the  same  Christ  both  before  and  since  his  coming  in  tb* 
flesh,  "  the  same  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever." 

Q.  Does  not  the  society  believe  that  it  is  in  his  inward  appearance^ 
that  he  was  and  is  the  Saviour  of  the  obedient,  according  to  the  text 
quoted,  and  this  in  the  present  tense,  •*  he  it  now  the  propitiation  for 
our  sins?"— [John  xi.  2.J 
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A.   Not  without  reference^  as  I  said  before,  to  his  offering  on  the 

cross. 

Q.  When  the  apostle  says,  "  All  things  are  of  God,  who  hath  recon- 
ciled us  to  himself  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  to  us  the  ministry  of 
reconciliation,"  [2  Corinth,  v.  1 8.]  is  it  not  to  be  understood,  that  it  is  man 
that  is  to  be  reconciled  to  God  by  his,  (that  is,  God's,)  own  act,  and  not 
God  to  man,  through  the  mediation  of  a  third  party? 

A.  We  own  the  scripture  testimony,  that  we  were  reconciled  to  God 
by  the  death  of  his  Son;  but  saved  by  his  life ;  and  I  refer  to  Robert  Bar- 
clay for  a  fuller  explanation  in  the  case. 

Q.  If  we  were  reconciled  to  God  by  the  death  of  his  Son,  where  is  the 
necessity  of  sanctiBcation,  and  what  becomes  of  the  doctrine,  that  men 
are  pnnisbed  or  rewarded  according  to  the  deeds  done  in  the  body? 

A*  Friends  do  not  understand,  I  apprehend,  by  that  expression, "  reeon* 
dkdf*'  any  further,  than  that  we  are  placed  in  a  capacity  of  reconciliation, 
as  the  apostle  expresses  in  another  place,  *^  not  by  the  blood  of  calves 
and  of  goats,  but  by  his  own  blood,  he  entered  once  into  the  holy  place, 
haTing  obtained  eternal  redemption  for  us;"  which  is  freely  offered  to 
all  upon  the  necessary  condition  of  repentance,  faith,  and  obedience.  We 
do  not  believe  that  any  are  saved,  whilst  they  remain  in  sin. 

Q.  Were  not  men  always  in  a  capacity  to  be  saved,  upon  the  condition 
of  faith,  repentance  and  obedience? 

A.  Paul  declares,  that  '^  the  law  came  by  Moses,  but  grace  and  truth 
by  Jesus  Christ;"  arid  the  operation  of  this  grace  on  the  soul,  produces 

•  repentance,  faith,  and  obedience,  as  it  is  yielded  to. 

Q.  Were  not  the  holy  men  of  old  in  a  state  to  attain  salvation  before 
the  period  of  the  outward  sacrifice? 

A.  Undoubtedly  they  were. 

Q.  By  what  power  were  they  saved? 

A.  By  the  same  power  that  saves  us,  since  his  coming  in  the  flesh. 

Q.  Were  they  not  saved  without  the  efficacy  of  an  outward  sacrifice? 

A.  I  think  I  have  answered  that  question  several  times ;  that  it  was 
not  without  reference  to  that  most  satisfactory  sacrifice  on  the  cross. 

Q.  How,  by  reference  to  that  sacrifice,  since  that  event  had  not  then 
occurred? 

A.  I  have  understood  it  to  be  the  doctrine  of  Friends,  and  as  I  have 
once  mentioned  before,  what  George  Fox  declared  to  priest  Stevens, 
giving  itas  a  reason  why  Christ  cried  out  on  the  cross,  that  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world  were  then  upon  him,  for  which  he  suffered  ;  and  if  the 

•  sins  of  the  whole  world,  it  must  relate  to  all  sins,  from  the  beginning  to 
the  end  of  time. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  mean  that  those  who  had  preceded  that  event,  at 
that  time,  experienced  the  benefit  of  it,  by  a  remission  of  their  sins,  or 
that  they  had  so  in  their  own  day,  in  anticipation  of  it? 

A.  I  think  I  have  answered  that  question  clearly,  that  it  was  by  and 
through  that  offering,  that  the  sins  of  men  are  remitted,  from  the  begin- 
ning to  the  end  of  time,  and  on  condition  of  repentance,  faith,  and  obe- 
dience. On  reflection,  the  witness  further  answers,  that  those  mentioned 
m  the  question,  did  receive  the  benefit  of  that  sacrifice  in  anticipation 
of  it. 

Q.  If  God,  foreseeing  the  event  of  the  outward  sacrifice,  gave  man  the 
benefit  of  It  from  the  beginning,  was  he  not  already  reconciled  unto  man, 
before  the  event  happened? 
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A.  I  have  etated  the  views  of  Friends  on  the  subject,  as  I  apprehend, 
and  refer  to  Robert  Barclay  for  a  further  elucidation  of  it. 

Q.  Did  not  George  Whitehead  truly  express  the  view  of  the  society, 
in  this  passage,  upon  this  subject — "  We  lay  the  stress  of  man's  duty  in 
obeying  the  light  of  Christ  within;  and  his  salvation  in  the  light  or  grace, 
which  appears  in  all  men?" — ["  Light  and  Life  of  Christ  within,"  p,  16. 
Edit.  18.33.] 

A.  He  did;  but  not  without  reference  to  what  Christ  did  without;  but 
agreeing  with  it. 

Q.  Did  he  not  truly  express  what  the  society  attributed  to  the  out- 
ward sacrifice,  when  he  said, ''  I  did  not  deny,  but  his  (Christ's)  offering 
without,  did  in  a  sense,  contribute  towards  it,  (the  atonement,)  in  that 
he  took  away  the  iirst  covenant,  that  he  might  establish  the  second,  which 
is  inward  and  spiritual?"— [lb.  p.  38.] 

A.  I  believe  he  did  truly  express  the  sense  of  Friends  on  the  subject; 
hvLtnot  fuUi/,  I  expect  this  is  from  some  of  his  controversial  writings, 
and  not  designed  as  a  full  elucidation  of  the  doctrine  under  that  head. 

Q.  Did  not  William  Penn  express  the  view  of  the  society  upon  this 
subject,  in  this  language,  ^'  I  do  aiTirm,  that  Christianity  stands  in  a  ma- 
nifestation of  a  measure  of  that  righteous  power,  wisdom,  truth,  and  life 
in  the  soul,  that  appeared  so  largely  and  gloriously  in  that  body  at  Jem- 
salem  to  work  repentance,  then  give  remission,  so  renew,  redeem,  and 
finally  save?-'— [2  Works,  p.  231.] 

A.  I  should  be  glad  to  sec  the  book;  and  to  know  what  passed,  and 
what  followed.    If  the  counsel  has  the  book  here— 

Counsel.  No  the  book  is  not  here. 

Witness.  I  do  not  think  William  Penn  would  contradict  himself;  as 
he  has  given  a  more  full  elucidation  of  the  subject  in  some  other  of  his 
writings,  and  has  united  with  the  "  Apology  ot  Robert  Barclay,"  which 
clearly  states  the  views  of  our  society  on  the  subject,  as  I  have  already 
mentioned. 

Q.  The  witness  stated  in  his  examination  in  chief,  that  by  the  suffer- 
ings and  death  of  Christ  the  sins  of  believers  arc  remitted  :  what  does 
the  society  hold  necessary  to  be  believed,  to  be  entitled  to  this  remission? 

A.  I  have  explained  what  I  meant  by  believer  already,  as  noted  at  the 
close  of  my  examination  in  chief. 

Q.  Does  the  society  hold  that  for  this  purpose  a  belief  in  all  parts  of 
the  scriptures,  historical  as  well  as  doctrinal,  is  obligatory? 

A.  I  refer  to  the  discipline  to  show  Friends*  views  on  the  subject. 

Q.  Is  there  any  thing  there  to  show  how,  or  in  which  way,  a  member  . 
is  to  believe  in  respect  to  matters  of  which  there  is  opposing  evidence 
in  the  scriptures? 

A.  Friends  have  recievcd  them  as  a  whole,  believing  with  the  apostle, 
who  declared  they  were  written  by  holy  men,  as  they  were  inspired  by 
the  Holy  (ihost ;  and  do  not  apprehend  that  there  are  any  material  dis- 
crepancies in  them. 

Q.  The  witness  quoted  a  text  this  morning,  expressing  that  they  who 
had  seen  Christ  had  seen  the  I'ather:  it  is  said  in  John,  i.  ch.  18  v. 
"  No  man  hath  seen  (iod  at  any  lime  :"^— in  which  way  docs  the  society 
believe,  in  respect  to  these  texts? 

A.  I  think  our  Saviour  himself  has  somewhat  explained  by  saying* 
"  Blessed  arc  the  pure  in  heart, for  they  shall  sec  God:"  and  again,  "No 
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man  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  shall  re- 
veal him.*' 

Q.  Did  Barclay  hold  a  belief  in  all  parts  of  the  scriptures  alike  obli- 
gatory,  when  he  asserted  that  there  were  in  our  translations,  uncer* 
taintics  and  corruptions;  and  [in  106  of  Apology]  "that  the  principal, 
or  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  christian  religion,  are  contained  in  a 
tenth  part  of  the  scripturesr" 

A.  I  do  not  recollect  those  words  of  uncertainty  and  corruption;  and 
by  his  stating  that  the  principal  doctrines  of  the  christian  religion  are 
contained  in  a  tenth  part,  Sec.  I  do  not  apprehend  he  meant  to  lessen 
their  authority  in  any  degree,  or  to  overturn  them;  and  as  he  treats 
largely  on  the  scriptures,  I  refer  to  his  Apology. 

Q.  'You  do  not  hold  the  same  belief  requisite,  on  the  part  of  those  who 
have  not  the  scriptures,  as  by  those  who  have? 
A.  I  think  that  is  the  sense  of  our  society. 

Q.  Do  you  extend  the  same  charitable  interpretation  to  those  who, 
having  the  scriptures,  with  the  best  dispositions  to  understand  them,  are 
not  gifted  to  do  so,  to  the  full  extent  of  what  may  be  called  orthodox 
faith? 

A.  We  do  not  pretend  to  limit  the  divine  mercy,  nor  enforce  our  be- 
lief on  any  others;  but  when  any  amongst  us  attempt  to  lessen  their  au- 
thority, and  promulgate  opinions  and  sentiments  at  variance  with  them, 
we  labour  with  them,  (that  is,  those  who  are  members  of  our  society ;) 
and  if  they  persist  to  publish  such  opinions,  our  discipline  requires  we 
should  testify  against  them. 

Q.  May  not  he  who  has,  as  well  as  he  who  has  not,  the  scriptures,  in 
the  cases  put  in  the  last  questions,  if  sincerely  obedient  to  the  best  ma- 
nifeBtations  of  duty  in  his  own  heart,  be  equally  on  the  way  to  salvation? 
A,  We  believe  in  the  scripture  testimony,  that  the  *'  Lord  is  no  re- 
specter of  persons,"  but  that  they  that  fear  him  and  work  righteousness 
are  accepted  of  him ;  and  this  through  all  ages,  and  in  all  nations. 

Q.  Would  there  not  seem  to  be  scripture  authority  for  the  expression 
of  £lias  Hicks,  "that  the  same  power  that  saved  Christ  must  save  us," 
from  Heb.  v.  7.  "Who  in  the  days  of  his  flesh  offered  up  prayers  and 
supplications  with  strong  crying  and  tears,  unto  him  that  was  able  to 
lave  him  from  death,  and  was  heard  in  that  he  feared?" 
A.  I  do  not  understand  it  to  agree  with  Elias's  declaration. 
Q.  Would  there  not  seem  to  be  the  same  authority  for  our  praying  to 
the  Father  only,  since  the  form  that  Christ  has  left  us  is  addressed  only 
to  "Our  Father  who  art  in  heaven?" 

A.  Our  Friends  in  England,  in  a  declaration  of  their  faith  as  recorded 
in  Sewell's  History,  state  that  it  is  lawful  to  pray  to  Christ,  considering 
the  oneness  of  the  Father  and  the  Son;  as  the  primitive  christians  did: 
I  state  the  substance,  I  don't  profess  to  have  it  verbatim. 

Q.  Would  it  not  seem  that  the  same  objection  had  been  taken  to  early 
Friends,  since  William  Bailey  answers  his  opponent  in  this  way,  "I 
sball  endeavour  to  answer  as  I  have  received  of  the  Lord,  etc.  First,  I 
do  afRrm  that  they  who  preach  and  pray  in  the  spirit,  and  power,  and 
life,  and  wisdom  of  God,  do  pray  in  the  name  of  Jesus;  fur  Jesus  is  but 
a  name  which  was  given  unto  that  which  was  before  that  name  was, 
which  the  angel  called  a  ^^holy  thing;*'  and  also  said,  "that  holy  thing 
which  shall  be  born  of  thee  shall  be  called  the  Son  of  God."  [\Vorks, 
157-8.  new  edit  lU.] 
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A.  I  do  not  consider  that  any  such  construction  can  be  put  upon  it; 
but  I  do  not  consider  that  taking  scraps  from  controversial  writings,  is 
the  proper  mode  to  come  at  the  sense  of  ancient  Friends,  without  the 
context. 

Q.  Is  it  not  as  good  a  mode  of  coming  at  the  sense  of  ancient  Friends, 
as  scraps  taken  from  the  sermons,  tlic  extemporaneous  sermons,  of  Elias 
Hicks,  without  the  context,  and  given  to  us  with  all  the  imperfections 
which  the  frailty  of  human  memory  and  the  bias  of  opposing  views  mast 
produce? 

A.  I  consider  that  there  is  a  material  difference,  as  we  have  several 
standard  works,  written  for  the  special  purpose  of  illustrating  our  doc- 
trines: and  those  parts  of  Elias's  testimony  alluded  to,  and  the  opening 
his  views  in  conversation  to  explain  them,  makes  it  very  different  from 
the  present  case. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Thursday  morning,  September  30th,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Cross-a- 
amination  of  Joseph  Whitall  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Witness.  I  would  add,  to  elucidate  the  above  answer  a  little  further: 
he  did  own  the  expressions  as  being  correct,  and  did  subsequently  fuUj 
explain  them,  as  I  liave  already  stated  in  my  examination  in  chief. 

Q.  Did  he  not  in  his  lettcir  to  the  elders  assert,  that  ^^  as  the  charges 
of  Joseph  AVhitall  were  not  literally  true,  beinp:  founded  on  his  own  forced 
and  improper  construction  of  his  words,  he  denied  them?"  | 

A.  That,  I  believe,  is  nearly  the  substance,  or  quite,  of  his  letter}  bit 
his  saying  they  were  not  literally  true,  does  not  deny  that  they  werci«^ 
staniially  true.  And  I  consider  it  incorrect,  to  assert  that  I  put  aninH 
proper  or  forced  construction  upon  his  words,  as  I  gave  no  construction 
at  all,  but  let  the  words  speak  for  themselves;  and,  I  think,  they  corre- 
spond with  many  assertions  of  his,  since  publicly  delivered,  and  publiihed 
to  the  world  in  print,  and  which  he  himself  has  acknowledged  to  be  co^ 
rectly  taken. 

Q.  The  witness  complained  of  my  quoting  a  controversial  writings- 
is  not  Barclay's  Apology  itself,  both  an  excusatory  and  controverw 
work? 

A.  I  acknowledge  it  is  so  in  some  respects;  but  it  was  purposely  writ- 
ten to  give  a  clear  and  full  exposition  of  the  doctrines  of  our  society, 
which  were  then  approved  in  an  official  manner,  and  has  ever  been  con- 
sidered by  the  society,  universally,  as  a  standard  work,  containing  i^ 
doctrines. 

Q.  Were  not  nearly,  or  quite,  all  the  writings  of  early  Friends  of  a  con- 
troversial nature,  and  the  only  evidence  we  have  of  their  opinions? 

A.  The  writings  of  early  Friends,  I  admit,  were  mostly  controversiA 
but  those  which  have  not  been  critically  examined  and  approved  by  th* 
society,  cannot  properly  be  placed,  and  considered  of  as  high  authority 
as  those  which  have  been,  and  received  the  sanction  of  the  society*— but 
I  have  for  nearly  forty  years  been  conversant  with  many  of  the  writing* 
of  ancient  Friends,  and  have  often  admired,  that  there  was  such  a  gcncril 
agreement  in  their  religious  sentiments;  that,  I  do  not  apprehend,  if  pt^ 
perly  understood,  there  are  any  material  discrepancies.  As  an  ancient 
Friend  observed.  •*  !-♦  '  f^mt  from  what  part  of  the  world  they 

might*  theF"  age." 

Q.  W<  iittent,  and  did  they  not  owe  their 
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cncy  to  a  sulfmisslon  and  adherence  to  their  characterlttic  tn- 
rineiple  P 

freely  admit  it,  and  believe  that  an  humble  attention  and  strict 
ice  to  that  ever  blessed  principle  of  lijjht  and  j>;race,  would  lead  us 
Dresent  day  lo  speak  the  same  language,  and  unite  us  in  the  fellow- 
the  gospel. 

n  what  way  does  the  work  of  a  writer  obtain  that  sanction  which 
t  authority  in  the  society? 

n  America,  by  being  examined  and  approved  by  the  Meeting  for 
igs,  which  is  the  representative  body  of  the  Yearly  Meeting 
its  recess;  and  in  England,  by  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders 
Ion,  and  its  vicinity,  as  I  have  long  understood, 
s  not  the  supervision  over  publications  exercised  by  those  meet- 
erely  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  offensive  matter,  or  that  which 
•adictory  to  the  principles  of  the  society,  from  being  thrown  upon 
ir  the  name  of  a  member? 
:  is  principally  for  that  purpose,  I  believe. 

*an  their  sanction  be  taken  then  as  conferring  any  obligatory 
ty  upon  a  work  they  permit  to  be  published? 
accept  it  so — as  I  take  it  for  granted,  that  they  could  not  agree 
ihing  that  contradicted  the  doctrines  universally  received. 
r  they  have  power  to  confer  authority  upon  a  doctrinal  work  by 
ing  its  publication,  have  not  they  power  to  intermeddle  with  mat- 
faith? 

*he  constitution  of  that  meeting  does  not  permit  them  to  intro- 
r  allow  of,  any  neu;. matter  of  faith. 

r  their  sanction  would  give  authority  to  a  work,  might  they  not 
tioning  the  publication  of  new  principles,  give  them  authority? 
hey  could  not  do  it,  without  a  violation  of  the  constitution,  by 
hey  arc  bound. 

'hen  it  is  not  they,  but  the  society  at  large,  or  some  other  organ 
at  has  established  the  principles  of  the  society? 
he  principles  of  the  society  have  been  considered  as  settled  and 
hed  ever  since  the  days  of  George  Fox;  and  I  have  never  known 
d  of  any  changes,  or  alterations,  from  the  commencement  of  the 
until  the  present  day.  There  have  been  frequent  accusations 
:y  had  changed  their  principles;  but  Friends  have  ever  protested 
4uch  a  charge. 

'he  witness  has  said,  that  it  was  because  of  the  oneness  of  Christ 
>d,  that  Friends  in  England  held  it  rightful  to  p pay  to  Christ; 
hey  have  thought  it  right  to  pray  to  him,  as  distinct  from  God? 
hat  is  a  very  strange  question.  *'  He  that  hath  the  Son,  hath  the 
also.  And  he  that  knoweth  the  Son,  knoweth  the  Father." 
/'as  it  not  as  distinct  from  God,  or  as  a  separate  being,  conceived 
applicant  to  be  in  the  form  of  a  man,  that  Elias  Hicks  considered 
abomination  to  pray  unto  Christ? 

s  I  said  once  before.  Friends  never  did  consent  to  divide  Jesus 
ireth,  from  Christ;  but  it  is  clear  to  my  understanding,  that  Elias 
loes  divide;  and  considering  him  to  be  no  more  than  a  mere  fal' 
n,  he  thought  it  an  abomination  to  pray  to  him.  Friends  have, 
e,  ever  held  that  there  is  but  one  Christ;  that  he  is  not  divided; 
t  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  who  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary*  who  was 
d  under  Pontius  Pilate,  and  arose  again  from  the  dead,  is  that 
I.— 31 
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tlone  Christ,  that  they  have  owned  and  believed  In.  And  tbU  I 
sider  tUe  great  dtfferente  between  Friends  and  Elias  Blcks.  Thej  be- 
lieve he  was  the  Clirint,  the  Saviour  uf  the  world;  and  Etiai  Hicki 
believed,  as  1  understand  him,  th:Lt  be  was  a  man  like  unto  cunclrt% 
liable  to  fall  away.  ' 

Q.    Did  they  believe  that  that  body  tb at  bad  a  bcginnin" ■■" 

«ord  that  was  God,  and  took  flesh? 

A.  If  mj-  memory  serves  mc  right,  thai  <jues[ion  baS  be  r 
swet%(i,  several  limes  before. 

Q.   Did  they  not  believe  with  William  Ptnn,  "  ihat  as  be  wat  M  M  J 
seed  of  Abraham,  he  is  not  God  over  all,  blessed  for  crcr — ^he  U 
eternal  word  in  whom  is  life,  and  that  life  is  the  light  of  ni 
hungered,  thirsted,  sorrowed,  wept,  dieil 
that  ligblcth  every  man  ihat  comcth  int 
116.] 

A.  I  believe  that  William  Penn  has,  i: 
fhlly  explained  this  paragraph,  eo  as  not 
Stated  to  be  their  doctrines. 

Q.  Arid  bas  not  Eliaa  Hicks,  in  his  answer  to  the  "  Six  Queriu^n 
explained  the  charges  of  unsoundness  against  him,  as  not  to  be  li 
sistCBt  with  the  views  of  ancient  Friends? 

A.  I  do  not  understand  it  so.  Klias  Hicks  hasasscrted, if  mynr 
serves  roe,  that  thai  Christ  ihat  walked  the  streets  of  Jcrus.ilina,  W 
saved  by  the  true  Chrisij  which  doeirinc  divides  Christ,  and  maii-ir 
Christ's,  which  Friends  have  always  opposed,' and  which  dinai^niiwi 
the  lealimonyof  the  apostle,  that  "  be  irlio  denies  Jesus  lobe  tiuClifiA 
it  ftnticbrist."  And  again,  "who  ia  a  liar,  but  he  that  dcnii^Ui  (kit 
Jesus  is  the  Christ." 

Counsel.  I  call  for  an  answer  to  the  question. 

Witness.  I  consider  it  a  full  answer. 

Q.  When  ancient  Friends  asserted  that  "they  did  not  dividAfij 
did  they  not  raean,  that  they  did  not  divide  ihc  Christ  within  tf 
the  Christ  that  took  and  appeared  in  the  outward  prepared  hod]^ 

A.    In  the  days  of  George  Fox,  ft  certain  individual  by  tlic  ■' 
Jeffery  Bullock,  charged  Friends  with  going  back  to  the  pro/ 
Christ,  because  they  owned  Jesus  of  Nazareth  to  he  the  true  Cht 
denied  any  justilication  or  condemnation  from  him,  and  I  belicn^tt 
the  virtue  of  his  sacriiice  on  the  cross)  for  which  he  was  diMtfH 
Friends  of  that  day,  as  departing  from  their  fundamental  doctrf 
holding  up  tivo  Christs.     I  have  mentioned  the  substance,  as  n 
recollection  serves. 

Q.  Was  it  not  in  the  sense  indicated  by  the  last  question,  that  T: 
did  not  divide  Christ,  ihat  Wycth  understood  it  when  he  anaw< 
like  charge  by  the  "  Snake  in  the  Grass,"  and  said,  "  When  we  « 
is  no  other  Christ  than  what  is  within  us,  we  say  true,  becuiu 
Ks  God,  cannot  be  divided,  and  the  measure  or  manifestalioo  of  Hi 
of  Christ  in  us  is  not  another,  hut  a  manifeslaiiun  of  the  s&mci  ^ 
which  did  in  fulness  and  bodily  dwell  in  the  man  Jesus;  but  v 
Snake  says  wc  allow  him  no  human  body,  if  he  means  manhood!) 
false,  as  I  have  lieforc  shown,  and  is  very  often  testified  in  mtllf  4 
books?"  1 

A.  Friends  have  never  divided  between  the  light  of  Cbrint  in  ui,! 
the  Chrut  that  died;  as  they  bold  there  is  but  one  Christ. 
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Q.  Did  George  Fox  believe  the  Christ  that  died,  is  in  us,  when  he 
Baicl,  ''Christ  is  the  lif^ht,  cind  ye  are  the  lirjhl,  and  Christ  liveih  in  you, 
and  Christ  is  the  hrad  of  ihe  num;  that  it  is  llic  spirit  of  the  Father  that 
speaketh  in  you,  and  that  <])okc  in  Christ,  and  he  is  but  one  in  all  his 
saintrr.  withoul  aro  many  Christ^;  lo  herd  and  lo  there!  but  know  you 
not  that  Christ  is  in  you  except  ye  be  reprobates?"  [SauFs  Errand  to 
Damascus,  p.  6.] 

A.  I  apprehend  it  is  very  a])parent  that  he  did  believe  that  the  Christ 
that  died,  is  in  us,  by  his  holy  spirit:  as  I  think  it  is  manifest  that  he 
believed  \nm  to  be  both  (lod  and  man,  wonderfully  united.  To  show 
this, I  mention,  the  third  time,  his  declaration  to  the  priest  Stevens,  that 
Christ  died  not.  as  In*  was  (iod:  and  in  his  declaration  to  the  governor 
Hid  council  of  13arI>adoes,  which  was  for  the  purpose  of  setting  forth  the 
doctrines  of  the  socitt),  he  dors,  I  think,  very  fully  declare  that  the 
Christ  which  died  at  Jerusalem  and  that  arose  aj^ain,  was  the  foundation 
•f  the  prophets  and  a])Osth.s,  and  was  their  foundation. 

Q.  Did  not  Fox  hold  that  Christ  is  in  us,  as  he  is  God,  and  not  as  he 
died: 

A.  I  know  of  no  such  language  of  Fox,  I  don't  recollect  any  such  lan- 
guage.   As  George  Fox  clearly  holds,  in  my  apprehension,  that  Christ 
and  God  arc  one*— that  that  Christ  that  died  was  both  God  and  man;  and 
Ellas  Hicks  holds  that  that  Christ  was  no  more  than  a  man  liable  to  fall 
like  ourselves,  I  cannot  see  how  it  is  possible  to  reconcile  such  contradic- 
tory views:  and  Elias  has  already  declared,  as  has  appeared  in  cvidcncei 
that  George  Fox  did  not  believe  in  those  doctrines  which  he  set  forth  to 
Ac  governor  and  council  of  Barbadoes,  and  that  he  himself  did  not  believe 
thenu    I  do  apprehend  there  is  not  in  the  page  of  history  a  fairer  cha- 
racter than  George  Fox,  and  I  cannot  suppose  it  was  possible  for  him 
to  dissemble  in  a  matter  of  such  moment;  but  that  he  spake  the  words 
*f  truth  and  soberness,  with  all  sincerity  of  heart,  which  ever  has  cha- 
racterized the  true  disciples  and  followers  of  the  humble  Jesus;  particu- 
larly as  these  doctrines  have  ever  been  held  and  owned  by  tlie  society, 
*roin  the  beginning  down  to  the  j)resent  day. 

,  Q.  Did  George  Fox  hold  that  Christ,  as  he  was,  both  God  and  man, 
<lied? 

A.  I  refer  to  his  own  declaration,  as  recorded  in  his  Journal,  on  that 
Wibject,  for  answer. 

Q.  Docs  it  not  appear  from  his  letter  to  the  grand  Turk,  that  Christ 
•^  he  was  God,  did  not  die,  since  he  asserted,  that  "  the  christian's  God 
'*d  not  been  slain?" 

A.  I  understand  that  declaration  to  agree  with  the  one  just  alluded 
Of  that  **  Christ  died  as  he  was  man,  but    '>t  as  he  was  (lod." 

Q.  Do  you  then  not  divide  Christ  as  he  >t..s  God,  from  Christ  as  he 
•^as  man? 

A.  We  do  not.  Friends  have  over  and  over  again  declared  "  they  do 
kot  divide  Christ  from  Jesus  of  Nazareth." 

Q.  If  the  one  nature  be  dead,  and  the  other  liveth,  arc  they  not  di- 
rided? 

A.  Our  blessed  I^ord  said  to  the  Jews,  "  destroy  this  temple,  and  I 

nil  rear  it  up  again  in  three  days,**  or  to  this  eflect;  meaning  the  tem- 

le  of  his  body.     He  said  also,  '^  I  have  power  to  lay  down  my  life,  and 

I  take  it  again;"  and  his  llcsli  saw  no  corruption. 

Q.  The  witness  has  said,  that  Elias  Ilicks  was  unwilling  to  have  his 
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doctrines  tried  by  the  scriptures ;  was  not  William  Penn  of  the  same 
mind,  when  he  said,  **  ihut  the  scriptures  arc  uinntclligiblc  without  it^ 
[the  light  within,]  is  easily  j)rovcd  from  ihc  varit'iy  of  judgments  that 
are  in  the  world  iiboui  most  of  the  fundamental  doctriiies  contained  there? 
in,  as  about  God*s  essence,  and  simililude,  Christ  and  the  Spirit,  their 
divinity,  prtdesiinaiion,  original  sin,  free  will,  redemption,  satisfaction! 
justification,  faiih,  and  works;  in  short,  the  whole  end  of  Christ's  com- 
ing, living,  and  dying,  are  sironf^ly  conlrovcrled;now  were  the  scriptures 
so  clearly  capable  to  d«'U  rniini.'  in  these  matters,  the  differences  would 
quickly  end  ;  but  since  the  utmost  ability  they  of  themselves  can  gire, 
is  not  enough  to  render  those  things  obvious,  that  are  now  doubtful  and 
disputable,  there  is  a  necessity  of  man's  recourse  to  some  other  thing, 
which  is  able  to  discover  the  mind  and  intention  of  the  holy  penmcij?"*- 
[2  Works,  3;»8.| 

A.  I  do  consider  it  not  very  fair  to  quote  such  long  passages,-witho«l 
producing  his  book;  as  by  selecting  a  text,  without  the  context,  some- 
what of  a  meaning  may  be  conveyed,  which  the  author  did  not  intend; 
but  I  (l:j  not  think  ihiiieven  this  r'wv.i  :inv  countenance  to  Elias  Hicks' 
views.  I  havt*  read  the  works  ol  WiHiuin  l\nn  with  great  satisfactiODi 
generally:  und  if  my  recollection  sei-vcs  me  riglit,  he  spake  very  highly 
of  the  scriptures,  and  said,  *'cursr(l  he  he  that  would  attempt  to  ovc^ 
throw  them."  I  also  believe,  liiut  Williaiii  Penn  was  a  very  sincere  and 
upright  man ;  and  tliat  he  nrver  did  say  one  thing,  and  mean  another: 
and  he  has  givin  his  full  approbation  to  Robert  Barclay's  Apology* 
which  contains  what  I  have  hufore  stated,  that  we  as  a  society  ever  have 
bern  willing  that  our  doctrines  and  j)ractices  sliould  be  tested  by  the 
scriptures  ;  antl  to  which  1  refer  fur  the  views  of  Friends  on  the  subject 
of  the  scrij)iures. 

Q.  Shall  we  not  there  find  him  to  say,  '•  the  inward  immediate  objec- 
tive revelation,  which  we  have  pUMded  for  all  along,  is  the  only  sure 
certain  unmoveublc  foundation  of  all  christian  faith?" — [page  78.] 

A,  As  Robert  i^arclav  has  i)een  brought  forward  as  an  exhibiti  to 
prove  the  doctrines  ol"  Friends,  it  seems  to  me  very  uimeccssary  to  in- 
quire whether  such  and  such  parts  are  in  the  book  or  not;  it  will  speak 
for  itself. 

Q.  Does  it  not  appear,  that  (ieorge  Fox  was  unwilling  to  try  his  doc- 
trines by  the  scriptures,  when  he  says,  *'  the  scriptures  were  not  the 
more  sure  word  ol  prophecy,  but  the  Holy  Spirit,  by  which  the  holy  men 
of  God  gave  forth  the  holy  scriptures,  v.'hereby  opinions,  religions  and 
judgments  were  to  be  tried,  for  it  led  into  all  truth;  and  so  gave  the 
knowledge  of  all  truth.  The  Jews  had  the  scriptuies,  yet  resisted  the 
Holy  Ghost,  and  rejected  Christ,  iho  bright  morning  star;  they  perse- 
cuted him  and  his  apostles,  and  l«iok  upon  them  to  try  their  doctrines 
by  the  scripiuri's,  but  erred  in  judgmein,  and  did  not  try  them  right, 
bixaus'^  they  tried  them  without  the  Holy  Ghou:'' — ^  Fox's  Journal,  115- 
K).  F.dit.  l.SOO.) 

A.  I  i»o'-':civc  no  inroni^nilty  I)elv»<.en  George  Fox  and  tlie  Apology; 
and  .is  ii  v'.'is  V.  i-ir.(;i  ab  »'.!t  t'ifii'-n  vi':»!s  '"ior;:  (i..'!>!"  <•  I'ux's  decease, 
and  (letv.-:-  T  ■:•:  ici-.V!.-  '..U  v.  :-i:u"!i  v.'htit,i:5^i /  in  '.V.voiir  (  :'  ii,  1  think  there 
can  !)e  rio  dou'jt  oi"  ii'is  uuiiiu;.;  with  i;s  r.oiiu-at^. 

Q.  The  witness  lias  accuse!  Eliu>  Hicks  ol'  unsoundness,  because  he 
thought  it  right  to  mukc  *'  further  advances."     Did  George  Fox  and  his 
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brethren  consiilcr  that  ihey  had  attained  to  a  full  static  of  gospel  per' 
feet  ion? 

A.  The  doctrines  of  the  tj;ospi*l  v/crc  piibllslicd  by  our  blessed  Lord, 
and  came  from  him  pure  and  perfect,  as  1  apprehend;  and  we  have  no 
right  to  expect  tluil  there  is  any  other  gospel  to  br.  preached,  than  he 
and  his  apostles  preached:  ar.d  that  ifan  ancjel  from  Iieaven  were  to  come 
and  preach  any  other  jjospel,  or  doctrine,  he  is  not  to  be  believed.  And 
we  have  fully  held  out,  as  a  reliL^ious  body,  that  if  any  one  come  under 
what  pretence  of  i^re^ter  spirituality  v/hatever,  and  promulgate  doctrines 
contrary  to  the  scriptures,  it  is  a «V/.v.v;/>;/  of  tht  dcril, 

Q.  Did  Klias  Hicks  assert  it  to  be  proper  to  make  an  advancement  in 
the  pure  spiritual  j-jjospel  of  Christ,  or  in  respect  to  practical  righteous- 
ness, and  Friends*  tesiimoiiiei  airulnst  the  moral  evils  of  the  world? 

A.  From  what  has  been  already  stated,  I  think  it  must  be  manifest, 
that  he  did  not  conCne  his  vicv/s  to  moral  and  practical  righteousness, 
but  did  also  include  doctrines,  as  I  understand,  to  be  already  fully 
proven. 

Q.  So  far  as  he  mi.q;ht  have  included  doctrines,  was  it  not  as  further 
light  might  be  alVuidtd,  i)y  i]\e  openiiiijs  of  that  divine  spirit,  by  which 
Friends  have  professed  always  lo  l)e  led  and  guided? 

A.  Those  who  walk  by  the  same  ru]i\  and  n»ind  the  same  thing,  can- 
not, I  apprehend,  dilfer  on  essential  points ;  and  they  who  are  now  led  in 
the  present  day,  by  the  spirit  of  truth,  cannot  contradict  what  was  afore* 
time  written  under  the  influence  of  the  S])irit. 

Q.  I  speak  merely  as  to  what  he  professed,  not  as  to  what  may  have 
been  the  results? 

A.  I  believe  he  did  profess  greater  sj^irituaiity,  and  to  have  made 
greater  advances  than  most  others,  if  not  all  oihors,  who  have  ever  lived 
in  the  world:  but  *'  the  tree  is  in  be  known  by  its  fruits,"  as  our  Lord 
declared.  So  ib.e  sorrowful  fruits  of  discord  and  variance  that  have 
been  produced  by  his  doctrines,  afford  conclusive  testimony,  we  believe, 
that  insteal  of  an  advancement  he  has  ji^one  backward.  I  just  now  re- 
member the  declaration  of  an  eminent  minister,  a  female  of  our  society, 
in  early  times,  who  expressed  her  belief,  *'  that  if  the  enemy  ever  made 
an  inroad  upon  our  society,  it  would  be  under  the  profession  of  greater 
spiritualitv;"  and  v.e  have  lived  sorrowfully  to  see  her  prediction  veri- 
fied. 

Q-  Aly  idea  was,  whether  Elias  Ilicks  profcsse<l  to  believe  and  act 
under  the  .sr,v/c  .:rasy/t7 -v/y/W/,  that  Friends  always  professed? 

A.  I  understood  hini  to  proft;ss  so. 

Q.  Did  not  Barclay  contemplate  a  spiritual  advancement,  when  he 
uses  language  of  this  son,  "  this  perfection  or  freedom  from  sin,  is  at- 
tained and  made  possible,  where  the  r^ospel  and  iuv>\ird  law  of  the  spirit 
is  revealed  and  knov/n."  f  Anolorv,  r.".?."*  *'Aiid  thiit  such  a  condition 
is  attainalili",  as  that  there  is  no  riiHiiii;  uwayr"— i'J!}.  2h3.] 

A.  1  do  not  k::!.>vv'  v.h."l!u*r  it  i.-^  ti.ioteci  e\\f '.Iv  rijht  from  Barclay; 
but  I  belie.ve,  iie  stules  sonielhing  of  that  inipori;  !)ut  1  do  not  understand 
that  he  mecjii  to  c.jivrv  uis  i<!r;i.  ihat  ilia*,  s'aie  was  t\uli//ru  ultainable, 
as  wi.'ll  us  ut  uny  /'•/.'•.'■'■/»«•/•/'/.' »»/'//;//{■. 

Q.  \\h«  :•.  il;e  w  inu-ns  Wvi.i  :•>  iIm»  N\  v.-  Ycrk  Yearly  M»»eling  of  1822, 
had  he  any  j)reviou';  impression  of  V^Jias  Hicks'  unsoundness? 

A.  As  nearly  as  I  recollect,  I  had  heard  a  few  times  some  doubts  sug- 
gested, and  having  entertained  a  favourable  opinion  of  him,  I  did,  a  num- 
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ber  of  times,  vindicate  his  character,  from  an  apprehension  that  he  must 
have  been  misunderstood. 

Q.  Was  not  the  opportunity  between  you,  treated  by  him  as  a  very 
serious  one? 

A.  It  was  so.    I  understood  it  so  at  the  time. 

Q.  Did  he  not  manifest  great  tenderness^  of  mind  and  sorrow  for  your 
difference  of  opinion? 

A.  I  do  not  particularly  recollect  his  expressions  on  the  occasioiiy  bit 
I  believe  he  did  manifest  some  regret. 

Q.  Was  not  that  expressed  in  a  remarkable  manner? 

A.  If  he  had,  I  believe  I  should  have  remembered  it. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  recollect  no  strong  evidence  of  great  tendemen 
of  mind  on  that,  or  a  subsequent  occasion,  on  account  of  their  difierence 
of  views? 

A.  I  have  no  particular  recollection  of  his  expressions,  as  I  said  be- 
fore. 

Q.  Docs  not  the  witness  recollect  recently  telling  me,  that  so  tender 
was  his  state  of  mind  on  that  account,  on  one  of  those  occasions,  that  he 
wept  as  a  child? 

A.  I  believe  he  did  weep  in  that  Rrst  opportunity,  when  I  represented 
to  him  the  awful  consequences  that  would  result,  as  I  apprehended*  and 
told  him  I  felt  a  willingness,  and  would  gladly  spend  a  year  in  travail  aod 
exercise,  that  his  sun  might  go  down  in  brightness. 

Q.  The  witness  did  not  then  observe  that  levity,  profanity,  and  entire 
engrossment  of  the  conversation,  which  has  been  spoken  of  in  a  prcTiosi 
part  of  this  examination? 

A.  From  the  recollection  I  have  of  the  words  spoken  by  our  hQnou^ 
able  aged  Friend,  William  Jackson,  the  inference  now  drawn  by  tbe 
counsel,  I  think,  is  incorrect. 

Q.  In  what  station  was  the  person  belonging  to  Jericho  ^^onthlr  ' 
Meeting,  to  whom  the  witness  stated  the  purport  of  that  convcrsatioar 

A.  I  have  stated  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  same  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  ministers  and  elders  to  which  Elias  Hicks  belonged;  which,! 
apprehend,  is  a  sufficient  answer. 

Q.  Was  he  in  the  station  of  a  minister,  or  that  of  an  elder? 

A.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  immaterial,  in  the  present  case,  to  go  farther 
than  I  have. 

Counsel.  The  witness  will  answer  that  question  directly,  or  leav^ 
himself  subject  to  unfavourable  inference. 

Witness.  He  was  in  the  station  of  a  minister. 

Q.  Did  the  witness  wait  to  know  whether  any  official  course  shou^^ 
be  taken  in  pursuance  of  that  communication,  in  respect  to  Elias  Hicls.* 
unsoundness,  before  he  communioated  it  elsewhere? 

A.  When  I  returned  home  from  New  York,  I  was  frequently  inquir^^ 
of,  whether  there  were  any  true  grounds  for  the  reports  of  his  unsoundne^ 
that  had  been  in  circulation,  as  he  had  entirely  refused  to  submit  ^ 
gospel  order,  in  having  an  interview  with  a  few  judicious  Friends.  ^ 
did  not  consider  myself  bound  to  keep  silence,  but  gave  to  those,  who  i^ 
quired,  a  statement  of  the  facts. 

Q.  Would  not  the  next  step  in  the  regular  course  of  discipline  ha"*^ 
been,  to  lay  the  matter  before  the  elders  or  overseers  of  his  own  Montb^** 
Meeting? 
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A.  The  course  I  pursued,  appeared  to  me,  all  that  was  required  at  my 
hands  on  the  occasion. 
.         Q.  Did  not  the  witness  himself,  at  that  time,  entertain  serious  doubts 
^    of  the  correctness  of  the  course  he  pursued,  and  did  he  not  consult 
valuable  Friends,  and  obtain  their  advice  against  it? 

A.  I  can  answer,  I  think,  positively,  that  I  never  did. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  state,  whether  or  not  there  was  an  unofficial 
meeting  of  a  number  of  the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  in 
Philadelphia,  in  Eighth-month,  1822,  and  whether  the  subject  of  £lias 
Hicks'  alleged  unsoundness  was  brought  before  it? 

A*  The  counsel,  I  believe,  is  incorrect  as  to  the  date,  as  it  is  very 
uncommon  to  hold  a  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  that  month;  but  I  am 
glad  the  question  has  been  asked,  to  afford  an  opportunity  to  simply 
state  the  facts  concerning  that  opportunity.  There  were  a  few  Friends, 
ministers  and  elders,  who  did  stop  together  after  the  rise  of  the  Meet- 
ing for  Sufferings,  I  think,  in  Ninth-month  of  that  year,  and  had  the 
subject  of  Elias's  unsoundness  discussed  a  little  amongst  them.  A  very 
short  statement  was  given,  both  by  Richard  Jordan  and  myself,  of  what 
we  knew  of  our  own  knowledge — what  we  had  heard  him  declare.  We 
did  believe,  that  under  the  extraordinary  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was 
proper  and  allowable;  and,  I  believe,  there  was  not  one  dissenting  voice 
as  regarded  his  doctrines;  and  did  suggest  the  propriety,  in  a  friendly 
manner,  of  calling  upon  him  when  he  came  to  the  city  for  an  explana- 
tion, and  to  give  satisfaction  in  the  case.  Two  Friends  were  named, 
•elders,  but  they  never  did  act,  as  I  have  understood,  from  that  sugges- 
tion. This  is  the  whole  of  that  harmless  affair;  as  they  were  all  hi& 
friends  and  brethren. 

Q.  Did  they  stop  by  invitation? 

A.  I  understood  they  did. 

Q.-  In  what  way  was  that  given? 

A.  I  do  not  recollect  any  more  than  as  regards  myself. 

Q.  How,  as  to  that? 

A.  One  of  the  Friends  that  met  on  that  occasion,  stated  to  me  that 
such  a  thing  was  proposed. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  recollect  no  one,  among  those  who  remained, 
having  opposed  the  course  suggested? 

A.  I  have  no  such  recollection,  that  there  was  any  objection  made 
to  it. 

Q.  Had  Elias  Hicks,  at  that  time,  set  out  on  his  journey? 

A.  It  was  not  known,  that  I  remember;  but  he  was  expected  in  the 
city  shortly. 

Q.  Did  not  some  of  the  elders  act  upon  the  subject,  when  Elias  Hicks 
did  visit  the  city? 

A.I  understood  they  did  not,  in  pursuance  of  what  took  place  at  that 

time;  but  another  circumstance  occurred,  which  had  some  bearing  upon 

th^  question  of  two  elders  having  an  interview  with  him,  which  was 

this:  some  of  his  public  communications,  at  a  meeting  for  worship,  the 

day  following  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting,  gave  great  uneasiness,  a& 

^    Understood,  and  it  was  on  this  account,  as  well  as  what  has  been 

**^ted,  and  also  common  report,  that  he  was  in  the  practice  of  pro- 

?}^  ^gating  doctrines  contrary  to  those  held  by  Friends,  that  they  visited 

^^-  Did  they  think  it  according  to  discipline  to  act  upon  common 


248 

report,  which  tended  to  lay  waste  the  unity  of  the  body,  by  sowing  the 
seeds  of  disesteem,  strife,  and  discord  among  brethren? 

A.  If  it  had  been  nothing  more  than  common  report^  as  he  had  come 
to  the  city  to  perform  a  family  visit,  and  to  visit  the  public  meetings  in 
the  city,  it  was  the  indispensable  duty  of  the  elders  to  give  him  infor- 
mation of  reports  Vhich  had  circulated  for  years,  and  confirmed  of  late 
time,  and  it  was  his  absolute  duty  to  explain  and  give  them  satisfaction. 
This  he  absolutely  did  refuse  from  first  to  last,  in  the  regular  order  of 
society.  If  I  have  rightly  understood  it,  when  the  elders  proposed  to 
him  to  meet  some  of  the  individuals,  he  did  refuse.  The  next  step,  I 
speak  from  recollection,  near  about  the  time,  as  then  stated  by  Friends, 
that  they  took  a  second  interview.  I  am  not  certain  it  was  the  same 
Friends,  but  a  second  interview  was  had  with  him,  and  he  still  refused. 
The  elders  of  the  city  then  generally  met',  and  it  was  their  judgment, 
that  he  ought  to  give  them  an  opportunity  for  explanation,  and  satisfac- 
tion in  the  case;  he  still  continued  obstinate,  and  would  not  submit,  until 
after  he  was  advised  by  some  of  his  particular  friends,  who  held  up  to 
him,  *^  thou  art  here  in  the  city  visiting  the  families  of  Friends,  and  also 
the  public  meetings  in  the  city,  and  as  thou  hast  not  given  in  thy  certi* 
ficate  to  any  Monthly  Meeting  of  business,  thou  art  bound  to  give  the 
elders  the  opportunity  they  request."  Previous  to  his  entering  upon  the 
family  visit,  the  elders  and  overseers  of  Green  street  meeting,  and  pos- 
sibly a  few  others,  I  am  not  clear  in  that  point,  convened,  in  order  to  be 
consulted,  respecting  his  engaging  in  the  family  visit.  One  of  the  el- 
ders  of  that  meeting,  I  think,  stated  that  it  had  been  the  universal  prac- 
tice in  the  city  to  lay  such  concerns  before  the  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
desired  him  to  wait  till  that  arrived — two  of  the  men-elders,  out  of  three, 
were  united,  that  it  would  be  proper  so  to  do — some  of  the  rest,  that 
were  present,  urged  him  to  proceed,  which  he  did.  Shortly  after,  his 
friends  urged  him  to  meet  the  elders,  as  mentioned  before,  and  ho  con- 
sented to,  and  proposed  that  they  should  meet  him  at  Green  street  meet- 
ing house.  When  the  elders  assembled  there,  they  expected  to  meet 
him  and  his  companion;  but  a  considerable  number  of  others  were  pre- 
sent from  Wilmington,  IJyberry,  and  Darby;  and  from  th<^  particular 
meeting  of  Green  street,  divers  who  were  not  in  the  stuti(m  of  either 
ministers  or  elders.  Elias  Hicks  was  informed  of  the  views  of  the  elders 
on  that  occasion,  that  they  came  with  an  expectation  of  meeting  with 
no  others  than  himself  and  companion,  as  that  was  the  universal  usage 
of  Friends  on  such  an  occasion,  and  most  likely  to  be  beneficial.  lie 
did  not  consent  to  the  proposed  opportunity;  as  he  seemed  deterjnined 
to  persist  in  that  conclusion,  the  elders  generally  left  the  house.  A  let- 
ter was  then  addressed  to  him  by  the  elders,  giving  him  to  understand 
the  painful  exercise  that  his  conduct  had  brought  upon  them.  lie  an- 
swered that  letter,  and  they  returned  him  a  second,  I  rather  think, 
signed  by  nine  or  ten  of  the  elders  in  the  city,  exj)ressive  of  their  united 
dissatisfaction,  and  that  it  was  a  su])jcct  that  ought  to  claim  the  atten- 
tion of  his  friends  at  home.  Such  instances  uf  the  iniVingomcnt  of  dis- 
cipline, both  with  regard  to  the  family  visit,  and  rejecting  the  advice 
of  the  elders,  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  history  of  our  society,  as  I  ap- 
prehend. 

Q.  Were  the  elders  who  first  called  upon  him,  the  same  that  had  been 
appointed  by  the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Suifcrings? 
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A.  I  am  inclined  to  believe  they  were  the  two  that  did  visit  him;  but 
not  because  they  were  so  named,  as  I  have  understood. 

Q.  Did  he  not  receive  them  as  Friends,  and  enter  upon  the  discussion 
of  the  subject  of  their  uneasiness? 

A.  It  was  very  lightly  touched  upon,  I  believe. 

Q.  Was  not  the  second  interview  requested  that  he  might  meet  Ezra 
Comfort  and  Isaiah  Bell,  and  did  he  not  refuse,  because  they  had  not 
proceeded  according  to  gospel  order,  in  first  seeking  a  private  oppor- 
tunity with  himP 

A.  I  cannot  speak  positively,  whether  it  was  for  the  second  or  the  first 
interview  that  they  were  named.  I  have  given  the  general  outlines,  as  I 
understood  matters  at  the  time. 

Q.  Did  he  not  state  that  as  the  ground  of  objection  to  one  of  those 
interviews? 

A.  If  he  did,  it  would  contradict  what  he  said  to  me  at  Woodbury, 
that  it  was  no  just  occasion  of  offence  to  speak  of  the  doctrines  he  held 
forth  publicly;  and  I  have  no  clear  recollection  that  that  was  the  case. 
I  rather  understood  upon  the  whole,  that  the  ground  of  his  objection 
arose  from  another  consideration*— <th at  the  elders  had  no  just  right  to 
call  him  to  an  account  for  what  he  had  said  or  done  elsewhere.  On 
further  reflection,  I  am  confident  that  the  first  interview  was  for  the 
object  mentioned  in  the  next  previous  question. 

Q«  And  was  not  that  view  according  to  this  discipline:  ^^  If  any  in  the 
coarse  of  their  ministry  shall  misapply,  or  draw  unsound  inferences,  or 
wrong  conclusions  from  the  text,  or  shall  misbehave  themselves  in  point 
of  conduct  or  conversation,  let  them  be  admonished  in  love  and  tender- 
11C88  by  the  elders  or  overseers  where  they  live?** 

The  counsel  admits  that  the  quotation  in  the  last  question  is  taken 

irom  an  edition  of  the  discipline,  which  is  incorrect,  but  avers,  that  the 

particular  quotation  has  been  compared  with  the  correct  discipline,  and 

IS  ^ven  as  correct;  and  it  is  insisted  by  the  opposing  counsel  that  such 

Admission  be  here  taken  down.     The  counsel  making  the  admission, 

objects  to  its  being  placed  on  the  paper,  and  objects  to  offering  the  said 

edition  as  aft  exhibit,  but  proposes  to  read  the  quotation  from  the  copy 

the  discipline,  which  has  already  been  made  an  exhibit  in  this  cause« 

A.   It  does  not  disagree  with  the  necessity  of  elders  taking  care 
admonish  ministers  who  may  miss  their  way,  when  from  home  on  a 
-ligious  visit. 

Q.  Does  the  discipline  authorize  them  to  extend  care  In  such  case,  by 
y  other  authority  than  that  which  every  Friend  truly  concerned  for 
"^Hc  welfare  of  society  possesses? 

A«  It  is  considered  more  particularly  the  business  of  elders  to  watch 
^ver  the  ministry  both  at  home  and  abroad;  and  I  recollect,  just  now,  a 
^^narkable  instance  of  the  kind,  which  I  think  is  recorded  in  the  jour- 
'ia.l  of  Samuel  Bownas,  of  a  minister,  who,  when  from  home,  gave  con- 
siderable cause  of  uneasiness,  for  which  he  was  admonished,  at  which 
^e  took  some  offence;  and  as  he  fully  evidenced  that  he  was  not  in  a  gos- 
Pctl  spirit,  they  advised  him  to  return  home,  which  he  accordingly  did. 
Not  long  afterwards,  he  opened  a  prospect  in  his  Monthly  Meeting  of 
^rforming  another  religious  visit,  when  his  friends  informed  him  that 
wefore  they  could  unite  with  his  prospect,  he  must  make  satisfaction  for 
Vol.  L— 32 
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his  fault  to  the  elders  to  whom  he  had  given  uneasiness,  which  he  ac- 
cordingly did. 

Q.  Have  elders,  within  a  different  meeting  than  that  where  the  alleged 
unsoundness  occurs,  any  greater  right  to  insist  upon  a  private  opportu- 
nity than  other  properly  concerned  Friends  would  have? 

A.  I  have  just  stated,  that  to  the  elders  more  principally  belongs  the 
care  of  watching  over  the  ministry;  but  any  other  concerned  Friend,  and 
even  the  least  child  in  the  family,  if  he  was  under  a  proper  religious 
exercise,  might  take  that  liberty  to  inform  him  concerning  any  unfa- 
vourable reports,  and  the  minister  would  be  bound  to  explain  and  give 
satisfaction.  I  mentioned  before,  that  after  refusing  to  give  this  satis- 
faction, to  proceed  in  a  religious  visit,  would  be  a  breach  of  "gospel  or- 
der. 

Q.  Was  it  only  to  communicate  such  information,  and  merely  in  the 
character  of  friends  and  brethren,  that  the  ciders  did  request  meetings 
with  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  When  he  refused  to  hear  them,  and  the  elders,  generally  convened, 
I  think  it  must  have  been  in  an  official  capacity  as  elders  of  the  church, 
that  they  urged  that  interview  with  him. 

Q.  Did  not  Elias  deny  their  right  to  an  interview  with  him  in  that 
capacity,  on  the  ground  that  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  society  did 
not  authorize  it,  in  respect  to  the  charge  of  Joseph  Whitall,  because  it 
occurred  in  his  own  Yearly  Meeting,  before  he  obtained  his  certificates^ 
and  in  respect  to  the  charge  of  Comfort  and  Bell,  that  it  occurred  al 
another  place,  and  they  having  the  opportunity,  had  not  first  called  npoB 
him,  according  to  gospel  order? 

A.  I  believe  he  held  out  such  a  declaration ;  but  if  he  had  published 
a  pamphlet  containing  unsound  doctrines,' before  he  left  his  habitatioQ» 
and  this  had  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  ciders  in  Philadelphia,  thej 
would  have  deserted  their  posts  if  they  had  not  noticed  it,  and  visited 
him  on  that  account.  I  consider  this  much  of  a  piece  with,  and  I  think 
he  acknowledged  it  to  be  on  the  same  ground  as,  his  public  preaching;. 
And  as  regards  Ezra  Comfort,  and  Isaiah  Bell,  they  did,  as  I  have  un- 
derstood, seek  for  an  opportunity  with  Elias  Hicks,  but  were^iscouraged 
from  effecting  it  by  an  elder  of  that  meeting,  and  no  opportunity  offeitd: 
and  if  I  recollect  right,  on  their  way  home  they  called  in  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  with  some  expectation  of  meeting  him  there,  anddidpv^ 
sue  the  course,  prescribed  by  the  discipline  of  New  York,  first  to  conioU 
with  a  few  elders,  before  such  proposed  interview;  therefore,  Eliis 
Hicks  had  but  a  slender  foundation  to  charge  them  with  a  breach  of  dii- 
cipline;  and  he  did  own  to  me,  that  it  was  no  occasion  of  offence,  to 
speak  of  the  doctrines  he  publicly  preached. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock,  to-morrow  morning. 

Friday  morning,  October  1st,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Cross-examutt'  > 
tion  of  Joseph  Whitall,  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Question.  Was  not  the  ground  of  discouragement  by  that  elder,  that 
he  thought  there  was  no  cause  of  complaint  against  Elias  Hicks? 

Answer.  I  have  stated  my  recollection  as  far  as  it  goes  on  thatw^ 
ject. 

Q.  Did  not  many  persons  from  the  southern  Quarter,  deny  the  corrtct- 
ness  of  the  assertions  of  Ezra  Comfort  and  Isaiah  Bell? 

A.  If  my  recollection  serves  me  right,  the  statement  they  gaveW^ 
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aomcvhat  ambiguous,  but  did  generally  corroborate  the  account  of  Ezra 
Comfart  and  Isaiah  Bell. 

Q.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  deny  the  correctness  of  their  statements? 

A.  1  acknowledge  he  did:  as  he  also  denied  the  statement  I  had  given, 
«nd  wiiich  he  afterwards  confessed  was  true,  with  the  exception  of  me 
tiy>rd,  that  did  not  alter  the  seme.. 

<J.  Was  ii  not  Elias  Hicka'  reasonable  right,  to  have  with  him  wit- 
nesses at  the  interview  with  the  elders,  impressed  as  he  was,  that  he  had 
been  misj-epreaented  by  his  accusers,  and  prejudiced  by  the  elders? 

A.  As  regards  myself,  it  appears  to  me,  that  he  knew  in  his  heart 
that  I  had  made  no  misrepresenialion;  his  right  of  having  a  witness 
I  do  not  deny;  but  that  he  should  insist  on  having  a  large  company  at 
the  first  interview,  on  such  an  occasion,  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  both 
the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  our  discipline,  and  the  history  of  our  society: 
if  he  had  yielded  to  their  reasonable  request  of  a  private  and  friendly 
interview,  all  the  contention  which  has  unhappily  occurred,  might, per- 
advcnlure,  have  been  prevented. 

Q.  Was  it  a  private  and  friendly  interview  the  elders  sought,  or  an 
oflicial  one,  with  their  witnesses  in  waiting? 

A.  It  was  an  interview  entirely  consistent,  as  I  believe,  with  the  spirit 
and  letter  of  our  discipline:  if  my  memory  serves  me  right,  of  what  they 
did,  at  Green  street,  all  they  requested  was  that  he  would  comply  with 
bis  own  proposition  ;  in  the  first  place,  to  meet  them  for  the  purpose  of 
a  friendly  conference,  and  that  if  unhappily,  it  should  require  the  bring- 
ing forward  of  witnesses,  they  had  no  idea  of  objecting  to  that  privilege; 
and  urged  the  necessity  in  the  first  place,  that  the  subject  should  be  con- 
fined to  themselves ;  that  is,  to  the  elders,  himself  and  companion;  this 
^Ik  refused,  as  I  have  bbfore  stated. 

Hl.Q.  Can  tlie  witness  refer  to  any  discipline,  to  show  that  Elias  Hicks 

^^bs  bound  to  give  the  elders  the  private  opportunity  they  sought? 

^HpA.  Our  blessed  Lord  laid  the  foundation  for  order  and  discipline  in  the 

^^«Hirch  by  this  expression,  "  if  thy  brother  offend  thee,  go  and  tell  him 

hi)  fault,  between  him  and  ibee  alone ;  if  he  hear  thee,  then  hast  thou 

gtiiied  thy  brother:  and  if  he  will  not  hear  thee,  take  with  thee  one  or 

two  more,  that  in  the  mouth  of  two  or  three  witnesses,  every  word  may 

Ik  established ;  and  if  he  will  not  hear  you,  tell  it  to  the  church ;  and  if 

lie  will  not  hear  the  church,  let  him  be  unto  thee  as  a  heathen  man  and 

apublican  ;"  according  to  this  injunction  Friends  have  ever  believed  it 

right  to  proceed;  and  I  apprehend,  it  has  been  the  universal  usage  of  the 

society  since  the  discipline  was  established,  to  proceed  in  the  same  mode^ 

b  like  circumstances  as  the  elders  of  Philadelphia  did  proceed;  and 

from  that  day  to  the  present,  I  have  never  doubted  the  correctness  thereof. 

Q.  Does  not  the  New  York  discipline  reverse  this  gospel  order,  since 
the  witness  has  said,  that  it  authorized  Comfort  and  Bell,  to  speak  to  the 
elders  before  obtaining  an  opportunity  with  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  I  don't  consider  that  it  reverses  the  order,  but  does  agree  in  sub- 
glance  both  with  our  own  discipline,  and  the  declaration  of  our  Lord.  It 
agrees  with  il  in  thea;«>i(  of  the  thing,  if  not;)^^*^/^  in  the/e/icr. 

t).  Was  or  was  not  a  complaint  to  the  elders,  a  "  telling  of  the  matter 
to  the  church?" 

A,  Not  in  the  instance  of  Ezra  Comfort  and  Isaiah  Bell;  the  reason 
*»^gned,  if  1  recollect  right,  of  Ezra  Comfort'a  commuijicating  the  sub- 
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ject  to  two  or  three  ciders  in  the  city,  was  to  open  the  way  for  an  inter- 
view with  Ellas. 

Q.  Was  it  in  the  instance  of  the  charge  made  by  Joseph  Whitall? 

Witness.  The  charge  of  Joseph  Whitall  to  whom? 

Counsel.  Either  to  the  elders  of  Philadelphia,  or  to  the  members  of  a 
Meeting  for  SuiTerings  held  in  Philadelphia. 

A.  It  was  not  *'  a  telling  of  it  to  the  church,*'  according  to  our  disci- 
pline, I  apprehend. 

Q.  Had  he  then  at  all  *^  told  the  matter  to  the  church/'  according  to 
your  discipline? 

A.  I  suppose  the  counsel  alludes  to  the  instance  which  occurred  tt 
New  York ;  when  I  communicated  a  statement  of  the  case  to  a  memberof 
the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Jericho,  I  did  consider  it  was  as  far  as  it  wis 
right  for  me,  being  a  member  of  another  Yearly  Meeting,  to  ff>  at  thtt 
time. 

Q.  Was  that  communication  meant,  as  a  charge  against  Elias  Hickiy 
to  be  noticed  in  the  regular  order  of  discipline? 

A.  I  simply  made  to  the  Friend  a  statement  of  the  case,  and  left  the 
concern  upon  his  own  shoulders;  and  it  has  already  appeared  in  testi- 
mony, that  efforts  were  made,  if  my  memory  serves  me  right,  year  after 
year,  to  bring  his  case  regularly  before  the  church,  but  that  owing  to 
his  great  influence  in  his  own  select  Preparative  Meeting,  it  never  could 
be  clone. 

Q.  When  nine  or  ten  elders  combined  to  have  a  meeting  with  Elias 
Hicks  on  the  charges  of  others,  was  that  ^*  going  to  tell  him  his  fault 
alone,"  in  the  sense  of  the  injunction  .of  Christ? 

A.  At  the  time  the  ten  elders  were  convened,  Elias  Hicks  had  gives 
occasion  for  uneasiness,  if  my  memory  serves  mc  right,  in  a  public 
meeting  in  Philadelphia,  and  after  he  had  refused  to  hear  the  two  el- 
ders, and  rejected  their  proposition,  it  seems  to  me  entirely  condstent 
with  what  I  jiave  already  stated. 

Q-  Was  any  such  ground  of  uneasiness  mentioned  in  their  letter  to 
him,  when  they  set  forth  the  charges  of  unsoundness  by  the  witness, ind 
by  Comfort  and  Bell? 

A.  I  do  not  now  recollect  particularly,  whether  that  is  brought  is> 
but  if  my  memory  serves  me  right,  it  did  not  lay  the  stress  on  those 
charges,  but  also  upon  general  report  of  his  unsoundness. 

Q.  The  witness  not  having  pointed  out  any  express  discipline,  au- 
thorizing such  a  combination  of  the  elders  of  different  Monthly  MeetingSi 
to  treat  with,  and  stop  a  minister  on  charges  of  unsoundness  elscwherei 
can  he  refer  to  any  precedent  for  it,  in  all  the  history  of  the  society?  ^ 

A.  I  think  so.  The  case  oi  Hannah  Barnard  is  very  much  in  poiatf 
which  has  already  been  detailed. 

Q.  According  to  your  discipline  and  usages,  are,  or  arc  not,  ciders 
and  other  oflicers  of  the  society  accountable  to  the  meetings  that  sp* 
pointed  them,  and  liable  to  be  released  from  the  appointment  whcntbc 
meetings  become  dissatisfied  with  their  services? 

A.  They  may^  but  they  must  be  proceeded  against  as  the  discipli"* 
directs. 

Q.  Does  the  discipline  direct  in  what  manner  a  representative  of  » 
Quarter  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  shall  be  proceeded  against,  that 
he  may  be  relieved  from  his  service? 
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A.  The  ilisciplinc  docs.not  lilerally  iowch  the  case  of  a  representative 
to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings. 

Q.  Was  it  not  the  impression  that  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  insisting 
upon  the  continuance  of  the  old  members,  when  the  Quarter  had  released 
them  and  appointed  new  representatives,  had  assumed  undue  powers, 
and  dented  a  proper  accountability  to  their  constituents,  that  was  an 
extensive  cause  of  dissatisfaction? 

A.  The  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  so  far  from  insisting  upon  their  con- 
tinuance, never  did  decide,  or  undertake  to  decide,  on  the  question ; 
neither  did  the  Friends,  pretended  to  be  displaced,  continue  to  hold 
their  seats  in  that  meeting  till  after  the  secession,  I  believe.  I  under- 
stood considerable  dissatisfaction  took  place  on  that  occasion,  without 
properly  understanding  the  nature  of  our  discipline,  and  the  universal 
usage  of  Quarterly  Meetings,  in  filling  up  vacancies  that  occurred  in  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings.  I  believe  it  is  the  only  instance  on  record,  of  a 
Quarterly  Meeting  displacing  their  representatives  in  that  meeting, 
unless  they  had  resigned,  or  a  sufficient  occasion  had  been  given.  Abri^- 
ham  Lower,  I  think,  did  declare  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  that  the 
change  took  place  in  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  at  his  suggestion. 
Q,  Did  Abraham  Lower  state  the  ground  of  the  change? 
A.  I  cannot  recollect  particularly  that  he  stated  the  reasons;  but  it  was 
in  evident  opposition,  as  I  apprehend,  to  the  order  of  society;  the  sub- 
ject having  been  fully  settled  a  year  or  two  before,  '*  that  Quarterly 
Meetings  were  not  at  liberty  to  make  periodical  changes." 

Q.  Was  this  meant  as  a  periodical  change,  or  as  a  release  from  ser- 
vice, on  the  ground  of  dissatisfaction  with  it? 

A.  I  have  mentioned  before,  that  a  request  had  come  up  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting  to  grant  the  liberty  for  periodical  changes,  which  was  rejected. 
Had  it  been  understood  that  Quarterly  Meetings  could  arbitrarily  release 
their  representatives,  this  requcst'would  never  have  come  up  to  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  undoubtedly,  in  my  opinion:  and  such  appears  to  have 
been  the  prevailing  sense,  as  after  this  time  the  subject  was  discussed 
in  three  large  Quarterly  Meetings,  two  of  which  brought  forward  again 
a  request  for  a  periodical  change  in  1827. 

Q.  Is  there  not  a  great  difference  between  having  the  power,  periodi- 
cally, to  make  new  appointments  without  displacement,  and  being  put 
to  the  necessity  of  making  dismissals,  in  order  to  produce  a  change? 

A.  As  I  said  before,  if  it  had  been  generally  understood  that  Quar- 
terly Meetings  might  arbitrarily  displace,  we  had  never  heard  any  thing 
about  the  proposed  change  of  discipline.  From  what  took  place  in  a 
number  of  instances,  it  is  not  at  all  uncharitable  to  believe,  that  the  ob- 
ject of  the  change  in  discipline  was,  to  obtain  an  inQucncc  in  the  Meet- 
ing for  Sufferings,  by  those  who  have  since  seceded:  as  I  believe,  there 
were  of  that  description  ten  or  twelve  out  of  fifty-six  members  which 
compose  that  meeting. 

Q.  Is  it  more  uncharitable  to  suppose  that  those  had  the  same  object 
in  view,  who  refused  to  the  new  representatives  the  right  to  sit  in  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings? 

A.  Every  civil  or  religious  body  has  a  right  to  judge  concerning  its 
members;  and  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  did  apprehend  there  was  great 
irregularity  in  that  appointment,  and  did  feel  bound  not  to  submit  to 
what  they  apprehended  was  irregular;  but  as  I  have  already  stated,  re- 
ferred the  decision  of  tlie  case  to  the  Yearly  Meeting. 
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Q.  Was  it  acted  upon  by  tho  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  If  I  remember  correctly  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  after  the 
southern  Quarterly  Meeting  had  rejected  the  friendly  proposition  of  the 
l^eeting  for  Sufferings  by  its  committee,  they  brought  forward  a  charge 
to  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  1827,  against  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings^-^he 
manner  of  disposing  of  that  subject,  and  the  request  from  Bucks  and 
Abington  to  change  the  discipline,  with  regard  to  the  appointment  of 
elders  and  representatives  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  has  been  al- 
ready stated  in  evidence  by  the  clerk  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Were  they  all  passed  by,  unacted  upon? 

A.  The  reports  were  all  read  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  from  all  the 
Quarters,  on  those  subjects;  and  disposed  of,  as  the  clerk  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  has  stated. 

Q.  Was  it  not  stated  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  that  the  writer, 
under  the  signature  of  Amicus,  had  added  a  note  to  the  letters,  6er 
Glaring  that  *'  he  alone  was  responsible  for  the  doctrines  contained  in 
them?" 

A.  I  believe  that  such  information  was  given  to  the  meeting. 

Q.  Is  the  witness  willing  to  say,  on  deliberate  recollection,  that  the 
pamphlet  called  ^^  Extracts,'*  consisted  of  extracts  from  early  Friends 
fairly  taken,  without  additions  or  alterations? 

A.  I  was  not  one  of  the  committee  that  brought  forward  those  **  Ex- 
tracts;" but  according  to  the  beat  of  my  recollection,  it  was,  upon  their 
introduction  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  stated  that  they  were  com- 
posed  of  extracts  from  the  writings  of  approved  ancient  Friends,  and 
nothing  more,  except  some  connecting  words,  and  whether  any  scrip- 
ture texts  were  added,  I  do  not  recollect.  The  Meeting  for  Sufferings 
received  them  as  the  doctrine  of  ancient  Friends,  and  our  Yearly  Meet- 
ing has  since  received  them,  and  owned  them  as  such. 

Q.  Were  they  compiled  by  the  committee,  or  were  they  produced  to 
it,  by  the  clerk  of  the  meeting? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  respecting  it,  in  any  way  or  shape,  that  I  re- 
collect. However  they  were  prepared,  John  Comly  being  one  of  that 
committee,  appeared  to  unite  with  them,  and  approved  them. 

Q.  If  not  prepared  by  that  committee,  can  John  Comly  be  said  to  have 
approved  of  them,  as  a  member  of  it? 

A.  It  will  make  no  difference  by  whom  prepared,  if  the  committee 
were  united  with  it:  and  that  I  think  and  believe  was  stated  in  the  report 
to  the  meeting;  and  he  did  not  object  in  the  meeting,  that  I  recollect,  to 
any  part  of  it. 

Q.  Did  not  the  committee  report  merely  a  short  declaration,  that  the 
society  was  not  responsible  for  the  writings  of  Amicus^  and  then  the  clerk 
produced  to  the  meeting  these  extracts,  as  suitable  to  be  adopted  with  it? 

A.  I  have  simply  stated,  according  to  my  best  recollection,  and  I  be- 
lieve substantially  true,  that  upon  several  numbers  of  that  work  being 
produced  in  the  meeting,  and  several  objectionable  parts  being  read,  this 
committee  was  appointed  to  prepare  something  suitably  adapted  for  the 
purpose,  to  be  printed  in  that  collection  which  was  about  to  be  published, 
it  being  stated  that  many  Friends  throughout  our  Yearly  Meeting  were 
subscribing  for  it.  It  was  prepared  for  this  very  purpose,  and  according 
to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  prefaced  by  a  short  and  suitable  intro- 
duction. 


265 

Q.  Did  that  Introduction  or  any  part  of  the  pamphlet  express  any  such 
purpose? 

A.  When  it  was  concluded,  as  I  have  already  stated,  not  to  make  the 
attempt  to  obtain  its  admission  into  that  book,  which  the  meeting  was 
informed  the  printer  had  refused,  a  minute  was  then  made,  if  I  recollect 
right,  of  the  nature  hinted  at  by  the  counsel,  which  the  editor  was  re- 
quested to  insert,  and  I  rather  think  did;  the  numbers  being  then  about 
closing. 

Q.  If  such  was  the  real  object  of  the  pamphlet,  would  it  not  have  been 
according  to  the  usage  of  the  society  to  have  stated  it? 

A.  I  never  recollect  of  such  a  circumstance  occurring  of  a  printer  re- 
fusing such  a  request.  I  do  remember  that  in  addition  to  the  informa- 
tion that  the  printer  refused  to  publish  it,  Samuel  Powell  Grifhtts  did 
not  much  approve  of  pressing  to  get  the  matter  into  the  book,  as  it  had 
been  a  newspaper  controversy:  but  I  do  not  entertain  a  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  it  would  have  been  published  in  that  book  if  the  printer  had  been 
willing  to  do  it 

Q.  Does  the  witness  mean  to  say  that  the  pamphlet  was  published  in 
the  newspaper  in  which  the  controversy  was  carried  on? 

A.  I  have  not  said  so.  The  *' minute"  I  spoke  of  as  being  inserted 
by  the  editor,  was  the  minute  stating  that  the  society  was  not  responsible 
for  the  doctrines  contained  in  the  numbers  composing  that  book:  and 
the  publication  of  the  minute  was  in  the  newspaper  in  which  the  con- 
trprersy  was  carried  on,  I  think. 

Q.  Was  it  not  that  minute  alone,  that  John  Comly  approved  of? 

A*  I  do  not  recollect  that  John  Comly  took  any  part  relative  to  the 
minute  I  have  just  spoken  of,  which  was  made  in  the  meeting:  the  in- 
troduction and  the  extracts  were  prepared  out  of  it,  as  I  have  stated. 

Q.  Was  it  at  the  morning  or  afternoon  sitting  that  the  extracts  were 
adopted? 

A.  I  believe  they  were  fully  approved  and  united  with  by  the  meeting 
in  the  morning  sitting;  but  the  manner  of  disposing  of  them  was  con- 
cluded upon  in  the  afternoon  sitting. 

Q.  Did  not  both  John  Comly  and  Benjamin  Bryant  in  the  morning  of 
that  day  strenuously  oppose  their  adoption  and  publication,  as  being  an 
unauthorized  intermeddling  with  matters  of  faith? 

A.  I  have  stated  as  my  recollection,  that  the  committee  of  which  John 
Comly  was  one,  had  united  with  the  extracts  as  prepared;  I  have  no  re- 
coUection  that  any  part  of  the  doctrines  were  cailed'  in  question,  or  the 
authority  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  in  taking  the  ground  they  did« 

Q.  What  disposition  of  them  did  the  meeting  direct  in  the  afternoon? 

A*  It  was  agreed  that  they  should  be  printed  and  published  in  a  pam- 
phlet form. 

Q*  Does  the  witness  remember  the  date  of  their  adoption? 

A.  I  have  no  certain  recollection. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  look  at  the  exhibit  in  the  cause  and  state  the  date? 

The  exhibit  referred  to  not  being  at  hand,  a  copy  of  the  extracts  in 
pamphlet  form,  is  shown  the  witi^ess — when  he  says. 

As  this  is  not  the  copy  exhibited,  I  cannot  speak  with  certainty  from 
it;  but  from  the  best  of  my  recollection  now,  I  believe  the  date  of  their 
adoption  was  in  Twelfth-month,  1823,  or  First-month,  1823. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  state  the  cause  why  these  extracU  were  not  pub- 
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lishcd  before  the  Yearly  Meeting,  which  occurred  towards  the  latter  end 
of  Fourth-month  following? 

A.  I  do  not  know  what  were  the  causes  of  the  delay.  I  don't  remem- 
ber that  I  was  in  the  city  from  First-month  till  Third-month  following; 
and  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Since  they  were  inserted  on  the  minutes  of  the  Meetings  for  Suf- 
ferings, which  are  usually  adopted  or  approved  by  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
would  there  not  appear  to  be  a  probable  ground  for  that  great  uneasiness 
manifested  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1823,  that  it  was  intended  to  draw 
it  into  an  adoption  of  a  declaration  of  faith? 

A.  Had  there  not  been  about  this  time  a  large  number  in  our  Yearly 
Meeting,  in  different  parts,  who  had  taken  strong  ground  to  support 
Elias  Hicks  and  his  cause,  there  would  have  been,  I  apprehend,  no  «n- 
favourable  impressions  or  fears  concerning  those  innocent  extracts,  any 
more  than  there  was  thirty  years  before  and  upwards,  on  similar  occa- 
sions. I  remember  very  well,  at  different  times,  in  the  winter  of  that 
year,  that  pains  were  taken  very  improperly  to  represent  the  case;  and 
that  it  was  owing  to  these  misrepresentations  that  Friends'  minds  were 
excited  and  alarmed.  I  never  understood  there  was  any  further  object 
than  to  show  the  views  of  Friends,  wherein  they  had  been  misstated,  as 
has  been  before  representedr 

Q.  On  those  occasions,  thirty  years  ago  and  upwards,  were  not  the 
misrepresentations  to  be  corrected  particularly  designated,  and  the  cor- 
rections confined  to  them,  without  any  general  declaration  of  faith  that 
makes  no  reference  to  any  misrepresentations? 

A.  If  these  extracts  had  been  published  agreeably  to  the  original  de- 
sign for  which  they  were  prepared,  the  introduction  accompanying  them 
would  have  clearly  shown  for  what  purpose  they  were  introduced;  and 
there  was  no  alteration  made  in  the  extracts  afterwards. 

Q.  Did  not  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1823,  direct  that  the  extracts  should 
not  be  published,  and  make  such  direction  as  a  final  disposition  of  the 
matter? 

A.  I  believe  the  minute  made  on  that  occasion  does  not  give  that  view 
of  the  subject. 

Q.  Does  it  state  any  thing  about  their  being  placed  in  the  book  room 
for  the  present? 

A.  It  directed  that  they  should  be  placed  in  the  book  room;  and  I 
think  also  ''  for  the  present,"  but  I  am  not  positive  as  to  that;  but  I  did 
not  understand  it  by  any  means  as  fmally  conclusive  in  the  case.  My 
impression  as  an  individual,  was,  that,  when  that  extraordinary  excite- 
ment should  have  ceased,  and  a  little  time  given  for  cool  reflection,  the 
meeting  never  would  consent  so  to  reject  the  doctrines  which  had  ever 
been  maintained  by  the  society. 

Q.  Had  there  arrived  no  time  of  cool  reflection  until  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  1828? 

A.  It  was  very  manifest  that  the  party  which  was  formed  for  the  sup- 
port of  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines,  continued  firm  in  his  cause* 

Q.  The  witness  has  stated,  that  various  important  subjects  which 
came  up  from  the  Quarters  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  were  not 
acted  upon?  Was  not  the  contribution  of  S3000,  for  the  transports^on 
of  slaves  under  the  care  of  the  society  to  a  place  of  freedom,  the  only 
subject  that  did  unite  that  body  into  its  wonted  unity,  and  harmonious 
action? 
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A*  I  do  not  recollect  that  there  was  a  dissenting  voice  on  that  subject. 

Q.  Should  not  their  unanimity  upon  that  subject,  in  its  adoption,  and 
in  its  subsequent  execution,  notwithstanding  all  the  strife  and  conflict 
that  prevailed,  be  considered  as  proof  that  both  parties  upon  this  sab- 
ject  of  humanity  and  human  freedom,  were  true  followers  of  Fox,  Wool- 
man,  and  Benezet,  rather  than  an  acknowledgment  of  the  authority  and 
regularity  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827? 

A.  It  was  very  satisfactory  to  observe  their  willingness  to  unite  in 
that  charitable  measure ;  but  I  do  not  consider  that  it  was  ample  proof 
that  they  were  followers  of  Fox,  Barclay^  and  Penn^  as  a  great  many  of 
them  had  fully  united  in  supporting  a  man,  who  had  promulgated  doc-^ 
trines  contrary  to  Fox,  Penn,  and  Barclay,  and  who  had  clearly  mani- 
fested a  disposition  previous  to  that  time,  to  secede  from  the  society. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  mean  that  this  was  no  evidence  that  they  did  not 
mean  to  secede  from  what  he  calls  the  society? 

A.  From  the  measures  that  were  then  in  agitation  out  of  meeting, 
and  from  what  had  appeared  in  that  meeting  before,  I  could  not  esteem 
it  as  such  an  evidence. 

Q.  Was,  or  not,  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee  appointed  after  this 
measure  was  adopted? 

A.  It  was  afterwards^ 

Q.  I^d  not  those  the  witness  speaks  of  as  seceding,  generally  ceased 
at  that  time  to.  take  part  in  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting? 

A.  I  have  already  stated,  that  the  appointment  of  that  committee  was 
made  at  the  last  sitting  of  the  meeting,  and  that  the  opposition  did  not 
cease,  till  an  individual  informed  the  meeting  of  an  irregular  kind  of 
meeting,  in  which  an  epistle  was  agreed  on  in  an  unprecedented  man- 
ner, addressed  to  the  meetings  of  Friends.  I  refer  to  my  examination  in 
chief  for  a  further  statement. 

Q.  Did  they  take  any  part  in  the  appointment  of  that  committee? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  that  they  did. 

Q.  Were  they  not  requested  not  to  do  it,  as  having  nothing  to  da 
with  it? 

A.  As  they  had  laid  the  foundation  of  their  secession  by  their  pre- 
Tious  measures,  I  conclude  they  saw  the  impropriety  of  interfering  with 
the  body  they  were  determined  to  have  no  farther  connexion  with.  And  I 
believe  some  of  their  number  did  make  such  request:  some  of  those  who 
hare  seceded,  did  request  their  friends  to  take  no  part  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  committee. 

Q.  Did  not  one  or  more  on  your  side  request  them  to  take  no  part  in 
ity  as  having  nothing  to  do  with  it? 

A.  I  think  no  such  request  was  made.     I  have  no  recollection  of  it. 

Q.  Were  not  the  committee  exclusively  of  your  side? 

A.  None  of  that  committee  went  off  in  the  secession. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  name  the  individuals  that  were  on  that  commit- 
tee? 

A.  I  don't  know  that  my  memory  will  serve  me  accurately  to  do  it 

Counsel.  I  expect  an  answer. 

.Witness.  There  were  twelve  or  fourteen  of  them;  I  believe  William 
Jackson  was  one.  Thomas  Wistar,  Samuel  Bettle,  Thomas  Stewardson, 
Edward  Temple,  Abraham  Pennell,  Charles  Shoemaker,  John  Comfort, 
of  Buckingham,  William  Newbold,  Jonathan  Evans,  Hinchman  Hais 
Benjamin  Cooper,  and  Joseph  Whitall.     These  were  all,  T  believe. 

Vol.  I.  — 33 
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Q.  How  many  of  these  were  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferinj 

A.  I  believe  they  were  all  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings^  i 
cept  two,  viz.  William  Jackson,  and  Abraham  Fennell;  and  I  camic 
apeak  positively  as  regards  John  Comfort, 

Q.  How  many  of  them  were  members  of  the  select  meeting  for 
ters  and  elders? 

A.  I  believe  they  were  all  members  of  that  meeting* 

Q.  Was  there  not  a  committee  appointed  by  that  meeting,  about 
fame  time,  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings  for  ministers  and  eidcra} 

A«  I  think  there  was  a  committee  appointed  on  Seventh-day  precedin  .  _.g 
the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  How  many  of  the  same  individuals  were  on  that  committee? 

A.  I  do  not  think  I  can  tell  certainly:  a  number  of  the  Yearly  Mfr*  — t- 
ing*a  committee  were  also  on  that  committee,  but  how  many  I  cann-  ^ot 
tell. 

Q.  On  which  side  was  the  individual,  who  gave  the  information         at- 
the  last  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  of  the  irregular  meeting  at  Gxt^  ^m 
street? 

A.  He  has  not  gone  off  in  the  secession. 

Q.  Has  he  been  disowned? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Why  not? 

A.  I  conclude  his  Monthly  Meeting  did  not  consider  it  sufficient  to 
ground  a  disownment  upon. 

Q.  Did  the  individual  who  spoke  of  meeting  in  bams  and  prit"  -ate 
houses,  speak  merely  for  himself,  or  for  all  his  brethren?  

A.  I  understood  him  to  address  his  brethren  generally,  and  fromt^^Hitt 
and  other  circumstances,  I  have  reason  to  believe  it  was  their  intent— 3un 
to  make  a  quiet  retreat^  as  was  set  forth  in  their  epistle,  that  was  iiii^  icd 
at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  not  the  clerk  of  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  allege,  as  the 
reason  of  his  not  making  the  minute  to  receive  Green  Street  Mont^^ly 
Meeting,  that  he  felt  incompetent  to  the  task? 

A.  In  my  examination  in  chief  I  have  stated  my  impression,  and  I  b.  ^ft 
no  recollection  of  such  a  declaration. 

Q.  Was  not  the  objection  to  your  having  the  house  at  Abing^troa, 
that  you  assumed  to  be  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  when  nearly  all  them^sni- 
bers  had  held  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  regularly  adjourned  to  "tbe 
usual  time? 

A.  I  received  no  such  information;  and  I  do  not  admit  the  expres^Sos 
that  nearly  all  were  concerned  in  the  secession;  being  impressed  i^Wi 
the  belief  that  there  were  about  one  hundred  adults,  or  nearly  so,  clitt 
met  the  next  day,  and  if  there  had  been  much  less  than  that  numto*'> 
they  would  have  constituted  the  regular  meeting  of  Abington;  as  all  ^^       i 
doings  of  the  seccdcrs  were  null  and  void  in  themselves.  ^  \ 

Q.  Would  not  extraordinary  circumstances  authorize  an"  irregularity 
on  their  part,  as  well  as  on  yours? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  to  have  admitted  any  irregularity  on  our  part- 

Q.  Did  the  witness  include  in  his  enumeration,  adult  females,  as  ^^ 
as  males? 

A.  I  did  not  include  them:  there  were  more  females  than  males.  * 
do  not  recollect  that  there  was  any  correct  enumeration  at  the  tilH®- 
With  regard  to  numbers,  1  have  stated  my  impression. 
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Q.  About  how  xnany  male  adults  were  tliere  on  the  other  side,  within 
the  limits  of  that  Quarter?  ^. 

A.  I  have  never  heard  of  any  enumeration. 

Q.  Did  the  witness  include  in  the  one  hundred,  the  committee  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  and  other  strangers? 

A.  I  meant  to  include  the  committee;  and  I  don't  remember  that  there 
"WcA  many  other  strangers  there. 

Q.  About  how  many  male  adults  of  Bucks  Quarter  adhered  to  the 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee? 

A.  I  think  there  was  a  larger  number  than  at  Abington;  but  I  never 
heard  of  any  enumeration  being  made  there. 

Q.  The  witness  has  stated  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  take  the 
sense  of  the  meeting;  if  the  clerk  declines  taking  the  sense  of  the  meet- 
ing, is  it  not  the  right  of  the  meeting  to  appoint  another  person  to  re- 
cord it? 

A.  Of  a  meeting  properly  constituted,  it  is. 

Q.  Was  not  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  properly  constituted,  when 
you  visited  it  in  Fifth-month,  1827? 

A.  The  conclusion  to  call  that  individual  to  the  table,  was  come  toby 
much  noise  and  clamour,  to  do  a  thing  that  no  Quarterly  Meeting  in 

E>per  subordination  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  could  regu- 
\j  do. 

Q*  Was  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  ever  laboured  with,  before  it 
was  laid  down? 

A«  I  believe  not. 

Q.  Had  it  any  notice  that  there  was  to  be  such  a  proceeding  against  it? 

A«  From  the  determination  generally  through  the  Yearly  Meeting  to 
persist  in  the  secession,  after  much  labour  had  been  bestowed,  it  if  as 
considered  as  a  hopeless  case. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  mean,  that  labour  had  been  bestowed  upon  that 
Quarterly  Meeting? 

A.  No. 

Q.  In  respect  to  individuals,  do  not  both  the  discipline  and  the  usage 
of  the  society  very  carefully  enjoin  that  they  shall  be  laboured  with,  no- 
tified of  every  proceeding  against  them,  and  of  their  right  of  appeal  from 
meeting  to  meeting? 

A.  It  is  so:  but  even  in  that  case,  circumstances  alter  cases;  and  this 
case  of  the  southern  Quarter,  was  a  most  extraordinary  one,  and  differed 
from  all  the  rest.  A  large  number  of  the  active  members  of  the  south- 
em  Quarterly  Meeting,  did,  as  early  as  1822,  take  a  decided  stand  in 
support  of  Elias  Hicks  and  his  cause,  and  after  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
18379  ^^  is  understood  that  they  did  reject,  upon  the  minutes  of  their 
Quarterly  Meeting,  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee;  and  that  they 
wottld  not  receive  a  visit  from  them.  If  an  individual  were  to  act  in 
such  a  way,  a  committee  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  I  apprehend,  would 
be  fully  justified,  without  attempting  to  bestow  labour  for  their  reco- 
very. 

Q.  Did  that  Yearly  Meeting's  committee  go  down  to  deal  with  Quar- 
ters upon  any  specific  charge,  as  would  be  the  case  of  an  individual's 
^eing  visited  by  a  committee  of  the  Monthly  Meeting? 
.   A*  They  did  not  go  down  from  any  specific  charge. 

Q.  Did  that  committee  attempt  to  labour  with  that  meeting? 

A.  I  have  stated  that  they  did  not,  and  have  offered  an  ample  reasd 
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why  they  did  not.  I  have  stated  before,  that  in  Fifth-month  they  could 
not  go  to  that  meeting,  on  account  of  several  other  Quarterly  Meetings 
coming  on  near  the  same  time,  and  it  was  not  then  known,  that  they  had 
rejected  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  as  I  have  stated. 

Q.  If  an  individual  has  even  resigned  his  right  of  membership,  htf  it- 
not  always  been  the  practice  of  the  society  to  treat  with  him  in  the  uaual 
way,  before  his  disown  men  t? 

A.  If  an  individual  has  committed  no  breach  of  our  discipline,  but 
should  regularly  resign  his  right  of  membership  in  our  society,  I  appre- 
hend the  Monthly  Meeting  would  be  at  liberty  to  visit  him  on  the  occa- 
sion, or  simply  to  record  his  written  resignation,  and  inform  him  that  it 
was  accepted.     Such  a  case  I  have  known  to  happen. 

Q.  If  he  had  committed  a.  breach  of  discipline,  and  then  resigned? 

A.  In  that  case  I  am  inclined  to  believe  they  would  pay  him  a  visit 

Q.  Is  not  the  right  of  a  meeting  equally  important  with  that  of  an 
individual? 

A.  Admitted:  but  if  an  individual,  or  a  meeting,  should  refuse  the 
visit  of  a  committee,  of  the  Monthly,  or  Yearly  Meeting,  when  offered, 
such  committee  would  be  discharged  from  further  labour,  they  having 
done  their  duty. 

Q.  Could  the  Salem  Quarter  have  considered  the  reception  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  an  evidence  of  its  adherence  to  the  meet- 
ing that  appointed  it,  since  the  greater  number  adhered  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting  that  convenes  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets? 

A.  As  I  stated,  they  were  received  without  a  dissenting  voice,  it  was 
considered  as  ample  evidence  that  they  retained  their  allegiance  to  the 
Yearly  Meeting  which  convenes  at  Arch  street;  and  I  very  much  doubt, 
whether  there  were  at  that  time  one  dozen  in  the  Quarterly  Meefiog 
that  did  fully  approve  of  the  secession;  but  great  pains  were  taken  by 
John  Comly  and  others,  previous  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  Elerenth- 
month  following,  to  hold  divers  irregular  meetings,  by  which  the  seces* 
sion  was  promoted. 

Q.  Did  the  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  fall  of  1827,  disclaim 
the  Yearly  Meeting  held  in  Green  and  Cherry  streets? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  such  being  the  fact. 

Q.  The  witness  spoke  of  being  at  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  in 
Tenth-month,  1827,  and  that  Jediah  Middleton  assumed  to  act  as  clerk, 
without  any  appointment  from  the  meeting;  had  not  he  been  appointed 
clerk  at  the  sitting  of  the  previous  month? 

A*  I  have  no  knowledge  of  such  being  the  fact*  I  have  no  recoliection 
of  it. 

Q.  Was  there  not  a  proceeding  at  the  previous  month  to  appoint  a 
committee  to  prepare  a  certificate  for  a  member  to  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting,  and  to  nominate  a  clerk,  which  was  brought  under  the  notice 
of  the  subsequent  meeting,  in  which  Jediah  Middleton  acted  as  clerk? 

A.  If  I  have  a  right  understanding  of  the  case,  the  regular  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  in  which  David  Clark  acted  as  the  regular 
clerk,  went  regularly  through  their  business,  and  adjourned:  after  which 
a  number  remained  in  the  house,  and  in  that  disorderly  way,  did  appoint 
such  committees  as  has  been  stated. 

Q.  Had  not  David  Clark  at  Ninth-month  meeting  refused  to  act  for 
the  meeting,  in  respect  to  the  granting  of  a  certificate  to  Green  street 
Monthly  Meeting? 
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A.  I  did  not  attend  that  meeting  in  Ninth-month,  but  David  Clark 
could  do  no  other  than  reject  a  proposition  to  infringe  our  discipline 
in  signing  a  certificate,  or  having  any  thing  to  do  with  a  certificate  to 
a  meeting  that  had  been  regularly  laid  down  in  the  preceding  Fifth- 
month. 

Q.  Was  he  not  bound  to  record  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  or  cease  to 
be  its  clerk? 

A.  No  majority  can  sanction  such  an  irregular  proceeding,  and  David 
Clark  did  at  that  time  record  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  in  making  the 
adjournment  as  I  have  stated,  I  apprehend. 

Q.  Did  he  record  the  sense  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  Ches- 
terfield Monthly  Meeting,  convened  in  Ninth-month,  1827,  when  he  re- 
corded such  minute  of  adjournment? 

A*  I  don't  know  particularly  the  state  of  that  meeting  as  to  numbers, 
at  that  time;  but  Friends  have  never  adopted  the  principle  of  settling 
questions  by  majorities. 

Q.  By  what  principle  do  they  settle  questions? 

A.  They  are  bound  to  settle  them  according  to  the  discipline  of  the 
society!  and  under  the  influence  of  the  head  of  the  church. 

Q.  If  they  are  divided  in  their  views  in  respect  to  that  discipline,  and 
cannot  act  in  the  unanimity,  yet  do  act,  which  must  prevail,  the  majority 
or  the  minority? 

A*  In  the  present  question  a  breach  of  the  discipline  was  so  obvious, 
that  if  there  had  been  but  three  members  opposed  to  the  granting  that 
certificate,  their  judgment  would,  I  think,  be  binding. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Saturday  morning,  October  2nd,  1 830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Cross-examina- 
tion of  Joseph  Whitall  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Question.  How  was  there  an  obvious  breach  of  the  discipline  by  the 
najority? 

Answer.  They  proposed  to  send  a  certificate  to  Green  street  meeting, 
^wrhich  had  been  regularly  dissolved;  therefore,  no  Monthly  Meeting 
called  Green  street,  was  in  existence  at  that  time. 

Q.  Was  there  not  a  Monthly  Meeting  that  called  itself  the  "  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,"  then  in  existence? 

^    A.  Although  they  assumed  that  title,  no  such  meeting  existed,  accord- 
ing to  the  constitution  of  our  society. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  refer  to  that  discipline  of  the  society  that  au- 
^liorizes  a  Quarterly  Meeting  to  lay  down  a  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  The  discipline  fully  explains  the  subordination  of  meetings;  and 
"without  that  subordination  we  could  not  exist  as  a  religious  society. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  (he  having  the  discipline  now  before  him)  refer 
*<>  that  part  of  it  which  authorizes  a  Quarterly  Meeting  to  lay  down  a 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  have  such  part  copied  by  the  master? 

A.  I  refer  to  the  whole  discipline,  as  it  is  exhibited  here  in  evidence, 
for  answer. 

Q.  Cannot  the  witness  refer  to  the  particular  part  of  the  discipline 
^a.^  contains  such  authority? 

A.,  I  again  refer  to  the  whole  book. 

C^.  Is  it  any  where  stated  in  the  whole  book  of  discipline,  that 
Quarterly  Meeting  may  lay  down  a  Monthly  Meeting,  without  its  09 
^0*1  sent? 
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A.  It  clearly  states,  that  Monthly  Meetings  are  accoantable  to  the 
Quarterly  Mectinf^s;  hence  it  is  evident,  that  if  a  Monthly  Meeting 
should  reject  the  advice  and  admonition  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting,  they 
have  full  authority  to  dissolve  such  refractory  meeting,  ivithout  tlielr 
consent;  and  to  show  that  this  was  the  decided  judgment  of  the  present 
Yearly  Meeting,  I  will  read  an  extract  from  a  minute  of  that  Yearly 
Meeting. 

Q.  Of  what  dale? 

A.  I  apprehend  one  hundred  years  ago.  I  will  refer  to  the  book  and 
page,  English  book  of  Discipline,  p.  195.  [The  witness  reads.^  ^And 
if  the  Monthly  Meeting  shall  refuse  to  take  the  advice  and  submit  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  notwithstanding,  will  aot 
appeal  against  the  determination  of  the  said  meeting,  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  in  such  case  the  Quarterly  Meeting  shall  be  at  liberty  either  to 
dissolve  such  Monthly  Meeting,  or  bring  the  affair  before  the  next  or 
succeeding  Yearly  Meeting." 

Q.  Is  the  year  given? 

A.  The  discipline  will  stale  the  year:  by  referring  to  it,  as  I  shall  pre- 
sently, I  can  state  the  year ;  but  further,  from  the  same  discipline,  "And 
in  case  a  Quarterly  Meeting  shall  dissolve  a  Monthly  Meeting,  the  dis- 
solved Monthly  Meeting,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  name  of  sadd  Montlily 
Meeting,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  appeal  to  the  next  or  succeeding  Yetrif 
Meeting  against  such  dissolution;  but  if  the  dissolved  Monthly  Meeting 
or  any  part  thereof,  in  its  behalf,  shall  not  appeal  to  the  Yearly  Meetiigf) 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  shall  join  the  members  of  the  said  late  Mondily 
Meeting,  to  such  other  Monthly  Meetings  as  they  may  think  mostcon* 
venient ;  and  until  such  time,  shall^take  care  that  no  inconvenience  doth 
thereby  ensue  to  the  members  of  such  dissolved  meeting,  respecting  vf 
branch  of  our  discipline.    And  if  any  of  the  Monthly  Meetings  to  which  , 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  shall  join  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  late  Monthlf 
Meeting,  do  think  themselves  aggrieved,  they  shall  be  at  liberty  to  ap- 
peal against  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  the  Yearly  Meeting;  and  antil 
such  appeal  is  heard  and  determined,  the  Friends  added  by  the  Qw- 
terly  Meeting  to  them,  shall  be  deemed  their  members."  This  is  dated 
1743;  this  is  the  time  that  the  discipline  which  I  have  read  was  adopted. 

Q.  When  was  the  discipline  of  the   Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting 
adopted? 

A.  It  was  printed  in  1806;  about  which  time  it  was  adopted* 

Q.  Were  its  provisions  generally  drawn  from  the  London  discipUiKi* 

A.  Previous  to  the  adoption  of  the  discipline  contained  in  the  booky 
(pointing  to  the  Philadelphia  discipline,)  there  had  existed  in  thesodety) 
a  discipline  from  the  first  settlement  in  this  country;  to  which  at  diffei^* 
ent  times,  additions  or  alterations  have  been  made  to  suit  the  state  oC 
the  society.    And  the  differences  of  the  disciplines  in  the  several  Yeiriy 
Meetings  are  very  small. 

Q.  Did  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  ever  adopt  the  proviaiois^ 
that  have  been  quoted  from  the  London  discipline? 

A.  They  never  did  literally  adopt  them. 

^  Q.  Can  the  witness  refer  to  any  parallel  passage  in  the  PhiladelpU^ 
discipline? 

A.  If  I  cannot  refer  to  the  precise  language  in  our  discipline,  the  spu-- 
rit  and  nature  of  the  thing  would  require  a  course  somewhat  similar* 

Q.  Is  there  any  provision  whatever  in  the  discipline  of  the  Philadel  ^ 
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phia  Yearly  Meeting,  for  appeals  in  the  case  of  meetings,  as  there  is  in 
the  case  oi  individuals? 

A.  I  have  no  doubt  such  appeals  would  be  allowable  by  our  discipline. 

Q.  Was  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  notified  of  any  right  to 
appealf  by  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting? 

A.  I  don't  know  that  such  information  was  given;  it  is  presumed  they 
understood  their  rights. 

Q.  la  not  such  information  uniformly  given  in  the  cases  of  disown- 
ment  of  individuals? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  not  the  discipline,  in  respect  to  meetings,  uniformly  speak 
the  language  of  recommendation  and  advice? 

A.  It  goes  farther,  in  my  apprehension;  and  clearly  states  the  account- 
ability of  inferior  to  superior  meetings. 

Q.  Does  it  any  where,  in  express  language,  annex  the  penalty  of  pros- 
tration  or  dissolution  to  a  meeting,  that  declines  accountability? 

A.  It'  is  very  fully  implied,  I  apprehend,  as  by  rejecting  the  advice 
of  its  superior  meeting,  it  would  destroy  its  accountability,  and  sever 
itself  from  the  body. 

Q.  If  it  chooses  to  sever  itself  from  the  body,  is  there  any  discipline 
tlimt  prescribes  a  forfeiture  of  its  property? 

Am  I  understand  it  clearly  so,  that  every  breach  of  discipline  renders 
SA  individual  liable  to  disownment,  unless  he  acknowledge  his  fault;  and 
this  is  applicable  to  many,  as  well  as  to  an  individual. 

Q.  Does  the  disownment  of  an  individual,  incur  any  forfeiture  of  his 
«wn  property? 

A.  Not  of  his  own  private  property. 

Q.  Does  not  the  property  of  a  meeting  contributed  by  its  members, 
or  derived  from  their  predecessors,  belong  to  the  meeting  that  holds  it? 

A.  It  does,  if  they  all  continue  in  the  unity  of  the  body:  but  those  who 
Ineak,  or  dissolve  that  unity,  by  transgressing  the  discipline,  and  for 
sach  transgression  are  disowned,  forfeit  all  their  rights j  in  our  religious 
society. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  refer  to  any  condition  in  any  title  deed  he  ever 
saw,  or  in  the  discipline  of  the  society,  that  provides  for  the  forfeiture 
of  the  property  of  a  meeting,  because  it  is  not  in  the  unity  with  the  great 
Iwdy  of  the  society? 

A.  I  believe  such  cases  do  exist :  if  I  have  had  correct  information. 

Q.  Did  they  exist  before  the  division  of  1827? 

A.  More  than  one  hundred  years  ago. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  refer  to  them? 

A.  If  I  have  been  rightly  informed,  it  is  the  case  in  Philadelphia;  and 
sho  in  one  or  more  instances  in  New  Jersey. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  specify  the  cases  particularly? 

A.  I  allude  to  the  property  of  Friends  in  Arch  street,  Philadelphia; 
Bad  in  Haddonfield,  in  New  Jersey. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  speak  of  all  the  property  of  Friends  in  Arch 
street,  or  only  of  a  particular  portion  of  it? 

-A.  I  meant  the  lot  of  ground  on  Arch  street,  on  which  the  meeting 
louse  stands. 

^.  Was  the  part  referred  to,  a  purchase  by  the  society,  or  a  special 
?«•»«  from  William  Penn? 
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A.  I  cannot  speak  with  certainty ;  I  believe  it  was  a  grant  from  Wil- 
liam Penn. 

The  counsel  here  rest  the  cross-examination ;  and  the  same  being  read 
over  to  the  witness,  he  explains  as  follows — when  asked,  *'  whether  I  did 
not  at  that  time,  entertain  serious  doubts  oi'  the  correctness  of  the  course 
I  pursued,  and  did  not  consult  valuable  Friends,  and  obtain  their  advice 
against  it,"  as  appears  above,  I  answered,  positively  that  I  never  did. 
If  the  question  meant  to  apply  to  my  proceeding  at  New  York,  which 
was  the  way  I  understood  it  at  the  time,  my  answer  is  correct;  but  if  it 
related  to  any  subsequent  proceedini^s,  as  the  counsel  now  states  it  did, 
I  have  to  answer  further,  that  when  Klias  Hicks  came  to  the  city  of  Phi- 
ladelphia, in  Twelfth-month,  1822,  and  had  been  visited  by  the  elders 
as  above  stated,  I  received  information  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
I  was  informed  that  he  had  denied  some  statements  that  were  ofiered  to 
him.     I  do  not  i*emember  that  my  name  was  mentioned  at  the  time,  but 
he  did  assert  that  they  were  aU  falsehoods.     I  was  informed  that  upon 
receiving   two  visits  from  the   ciders,  he  had   at  length  proposed  to 
meet  them,  as  I  understood,  with  a  view  to  a  private  conferencei  and 
I  was  requested  to   come  to   the  city  on   that  occasion:  so   that  -if 
after  that  private  conference  there  should  be  occasion  to  invite  me 
among  them,  I  might  be  then  at  hand.     In  the  morning  of  the  dayi 
Elias  Hicks  had  proposed  to  meet  them,  a  particular  and  intimate 
friend  of  mine,  without  my  consulting  him  on  the  subject,  came  to 
my  lodgings  in  the  city«  he  having  understood  what  was  in  contempla- 
tion, and  did  earnestly  press  me  to  have  no  hand  in  the  business.    I 
weighed  the  subject  as  well  as  I  was  capable  of  doing,  and  upon  mature 
and  full  deliberation,  I  had  no  doubt  in  my  mind,  that  if  called  upon  to 
declare  what  I  knew  of  his  sentiments  and  opinions  respecting  important 
christian  doctrines,  it  was  my  indispensable  duty  to  give  a  simple  state- 
ment of  facts;  but  as  he  refused  to  meet  the  elders,  there  was  no  farther 
interview  with  Elias  at  that  time,  on  my  part.     It  is  also  right  to  state, 
that  the  individual  who  had  recommended  my  forbearance,  as  related 
to  the  interference  of  the  elders,  did  shortly  after  clearly  state  to  mei 
that  he  had  no  unity  with  the  course  the  elders  pursued  at  that  time; 
and  has  since,  in  his  general  conduct  and  conversation,  manifested,  by 
palliating  the  proceedings  of  the  seccders,  that  he  was  much  in  favoBr 
of  their  cause — and  within  a  twelvemonth  past,  has  openly  joined  them, 
for  which  conduct  he  has  been  testified  against.    This  is  the  further 
answer  I  have  to  give  to  the  question. 

And  further  this  alTirmant  saith  not.  Joseph  Whftall. 

Affirmed  as  aforesaid,  and  subscribed  this  second  day  of  Octobery 
1830,  at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  in  Camden,  Gloucester  county. 
Before  me,  J.  J,  Fostkk, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancen/. 

By  consent  of  the  parties  and  their  counsel,  the  further  examinatiois 
of  witnesses  is  postponed  until  Monday,  the  eighteenth  day  of  October 
instant,  at  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  same  place. 

Monday,  October   isth,    1830.     Examinations  continued,   at  eleve*^ 
o'clock,  A.  M.  at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway.  in  Camden,  in  th^ 
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countj  of  Gloucester,  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  or  such  of  them  as 
would  attend»-*and  Abraham  Brown,  Esquire,  of  counsel  with  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  and  Eli  K.  Price^  Esquire,  of  counsel  with  Thomas  L. 
Shotwell  and  Stacy  Decow. 


Thomas  Evans,  a  witness  produced  on  the  part  of  Joseph  Hendrick-  ^t 
SOU)  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  taking  an 
oatby  and  being  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn  affirma- 
tion, declareth  and  saith: 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  have  been  so  ever  since 
my  birth.  I  attended  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society  held  at  Arch 
street,  in  Philadelphia,  in  Fourth-month,  1827. 

Counsel.  State  what  were  the  circumstances  which  took  place  upon 
that  occasion,  as  far  as  you  can  recollect? 

Witness.  The  Yearly  Meeting  was  held  at  the  regular  time,  and  opened 
in  the  usual  manner.  Samuel  Settle  was  at  the  table  as  clerk,  and  John 
Comlj  as  his  assistant.  In  calling  over  the  representatives  from  the  dif- 
ferent Quarterly  Meetings,  I  observed  that  the  number  from  Abington, 
Backs,  and  the  southern  Quarter  was  much  larger  than  usual.  The 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington  had,  I  think,  38  representatives,  Bucks 
S4y  which  is  twice  the  number  they  had  usually  appointed,  and  the 
southern  Quarter,  which  was  by  far  the  smallest  iu  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
and  smaller  than  many  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  had  increased  its  re- 
presentation from  ten  to  fifteen.  In  each  of  those  Quarterly  Meetings 
the  clerks  were  favourable  to  the  views  of  the  separatists.  Burlington, 
which  is  a  large  Quarterly  Meeting,  had  nine  representatives;  and  Had- 
donfield,  which  is  also  large,  had  ten.  At  the  close  of  the  morning  sit- 
ting, as  is  customary,  the  representatives  were  desired  to  stay  together, 
to  consider  of  and  propose  to  the  meeting  the  names  of  suitable  Friends 
for  clerk  and  assistant.  The  meeting  then  adjourned  until  afternoon. 
At  the  opening  of  the  sitting  in  the  afternoon,  John  Cox  stated  to  the 
meeting  that  he  was  desired  on  behalf  of  the  representatives,  to  report 
that  they  could  not  agree  on  any  names  to  propose  to  the  meeting  as 
clerk  or  assistant.  On  receiving  this  information,  William  Jackson 
rose  and  stated,  that  he  had  attended  that  Yearly  Meeting  ever  since 
the  year  1767,  and  as  it  had  always  been  the  practice  for  the  old  clerks 
to  serve  until  new  ones  were  appointed,  he  would  propose  that  the  pre- 
sent clerks  should  be  continued  for  that  year.  Many  Friends  expressed 
their  approbation  of  this  proposition,  and  others  dissented-— those  op- 
posed to  the  continuance  of  the  clerk,  proposed  that  t)iey  should  act 
for  the  afternoon,  and  then  the  subject  be  returned  to  the  representa- 
tives, with  instructions  that  a  majority  of  them  should  decide  the  ques- 
tion. This  proposition  was  made  by  an  individual  who  had  urged  the 
increase  in  the  number  of  the  representatives  from  his  own  Quarter.  It 
was  objected,  that  to  decide  any  question  in  the  religious  meetings  of 
our  society  by  a  vote,  or  on  the  principle  of  the  majority,  was  a  direct 
departure  from  our  established  usages  and  principles;  that  moreover,  it 
irottld  be  a  very  unfair  mode  of  depiding  the  question,  inasmuch  as  the 
representation  from  some.of  the  Quarterly  Meetings  had  been  so  greatly 
increased,  while  that  of  the  others  remained  the  same:  that  part  of  the 
proposal  was  therefore  abandoned,  being  supported  by  very  few  individu- 
als, and  it  was  urged  that  it  should  be  simply  referred  to  the  represen- 
tatiTes;  but  several  of  the  representatives  gave  it  as  their  opinion,  that 

Vot.  L— 34 


^i 


r 


I 


26f. 

there  would  be  no  advantage  in  so  rcfcmng  it,  a%  tliere  was  noi  ibc 
smallest  probability  that  they  could  agree.  The  first  person  who  ex- 
pressed this  opiniun  was  one  of  those  who  have  since  separated,  and 
he  added,  that  although  he  should  have  been  iii  favour  of  a  change  in  the 
clerk  if  it  could  h&ve  been  satisfactorily  accomplished,  yet,  as  that  was 
not  likely  to  be  the  case,  he  thought  the  meeting  had  better  proceed 
with  its  business.  Several  others  of  the  same  party  expressed  «inii- 
lar  senitmcnts;  meanwhile,  a  considerable  number  of  Friends  also  ex- 
pressed their  approbation  of  the  cotitinuancc  of  the  present  clerks;  and 
a  minute,  simply  requesting  them  to  act  for  the  year,  was  accordingly 
made  and  read.  On  the  reading  of  the  minute,  some  of  those  who  have 
since  separated  still  continued  to  object;  when  one  of  their  number  re- 
marked, that  he  believed  it  was  the  best  thing  the  meeting  could  do 
under  all  the  circumstances,  and  advised  them  to  submit  to  it,  as  he  did 
not  think  it  would  make  so  much  difference  to  them,  as  some  of  thera 
might  imagine.  Similar  sentiments  were  expressed  by  one  or  two  others 
of  that  pariyj  and  all  objection  to  ihe  appointment  having  ceased,  John 
Comly  was  requested  to  come  to  the  table.  Me  did  Aot  immediately  do 
so,  nor  until  several  of  his  friends  expressed,  that  they  thought  the  busi* 
ness  of  the  meeting  had  belter  go  forward.  He  rose  and  slated,  that  in 
condescension  to  the  views  of  his  friends,  he  should  go  to  the  table;  but 
he  thought  the  meeting  had  better  not  enter  on  any  further  business  « 
present.  The  meeting,  however,  did  not  adjourn  immediately,  hot  pro- 
ceeded in  some  business,  and  then  adjourned  until  the  following  morn- 
ing. On  Third-day  morning,  immediately  after  the  opening  minute  w« 
read,  John  Comly  rose  and  slated,  that  he  had  mentioned  at  the  previoiii 
sitting,  that  he  should  go  to  the  table,  in  condescension  to  the  views  of 
his  friends,  and  that  it  was  in  that  feeling  he  was  now  there;  that  ihc 
meeting  was  divided  into  two  distinct  and  separate  parties,  and  ihit  i 
under  present  circumstances,  those  parties  were  irreconcilable;  tbit 
each  of  those  parlies  were  striving  for  the  mastery,  and  that  if  either  of 
them  gained  the  ascendency,  it  must  be  to  the  oppression  and  grievance 
of  the  other.  He  therefore  proposed  that  the  meeting  should  suspend  I 
all  further  business,  and  adjourn;  but  he  named  neither  time  norplsee: 
but  if  the  meeting  was  resolved  to  proceed  in  its  business,  at  all  hazardd 
he  could  not,  conscientiously,  act  as  the  organ  of  a  meeting  made  Up  tl 
such  conflicting  parties,  and  must  therefore  request  to  be  permittH  U 
retire.  On  the  conclusion  of  this  address,  his  parly  became  soiosdl 
excited,  and  introduced  so  many  different  subjects,  that  it  was  foriooB 
time  difliculc  to  ascertain  what  they  wished,  and  aa  in  the  abundanccef 
their  speaking,  his  proposal  seemed  to  be  overlooked,  he  again  MK 
«nd  called  their  attention  to  it,  on  which  they  immediately  began  W 
apeak  of  it,  as  a  proposition  for  "dissolving  the  Yearly  Meeting," lho« 
terms  being  several  times  used.  It,  however, was  but  feebly  supportrii 
and  as  John  Comly  had  said  that  he  could  not  conscientiously  act  for 
the  meeting,  and  requested  to  be  permitted  to  retire,  Friends  thought 
hifl  request  reasonable,  and  proposed  that  he  should  do  so  accordingly! 
but  when  his  party  found  that  the  attempt  to  disorganize  the  Yearly 
Meeting  failed,  they  strongly  objected  to  his  leaving  the  tabic,  urged  his 
continuance,  and  that  the  meeting  should  now  proceed  with  its  business. 
John  Comly  then  rose  and  stated,  that  as  he  found  the  meeting  was  nol 
prepared  to  adjourn,  he  was  now  willing,  after  the  usual  expression  of 
approbation,  to  determine  the  aensc  of  the  meeting,  on  his  remainiDg  it 
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the  table,  ao  to  continue,  and  to  proceed  with  the  business.  He  accord- 
ingly  did  so.  During  all  the  remaining  sittings  of  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
he  and  his  party  continued  their  attendance,  took  part  in  its  delibera- 
tions, assented  to,  or  dissented  from,  its  conclusions,  as  opinion  led 
them;  and  addressed  it  as  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadel- 
phia* All  the  business  usually  transacted  at  a  Yearly  Meeting  was  gone 
through  with,  and  several  acts  consummated,  which  no  other  body  than 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  was  competent  to  perform.  Of  this 
character  was  the  direction  issued  to  the  subordinate  meetings,  to  raise 
their  respective  proportions  of  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  which  the 
Yearly  Meeting  had  agreed  to  present  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  North 
Carolina,  to  assist  them  in  removing  out  of  that  state  a  number  of  coloured 
persons  under  their  care.  This  measure  was  approved  and  advocated  by 
those  who  have  since  seceVled;  all  the  Quarterly  Meetings  raised  their  pro* 
portions,  and  paid  them  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which 
fact  he  made  report  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  its  session,  in  1828.  As 
it  was  probable  that  Friends  of  North  Carolina  might  want  the  money 
hefore  it  could  be  conveniently  raised  and  paid  in  by  the  Quarterly 
Meetings,  it  was  proposed  that  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  should  be 
authorized  to  borrow  the  money  on  the  faith  of  the  Yearly  Meeting;  this 
proposal  was  supported  by  several  of  the  leading  individuals,  who  have 
since  separated;  and  being  approved  by  the  meeting,  was  agreed  to.  The 
sereral  standing  committees  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  made  written  re- 
ports to  it  as  usual.  Four  persons  who  have  since  separated,  (of  whom 
John  Comly  was  one,)  who  were  members  of  one  of  those  committees, 
tendered  their  resignation  to  the  meeting,  thereby  recognising  it  as  the 
body  from  whom  they  had  received  the  appointment,  and  under  whose  au« 
thority  they  had  acted;  their  resignations  were  accordingly  accepted  and 
minuted.  John  Comly  also  stated,  that  he  had  for  several  years  served 
that  Yearly  Meeting  as  one  of  its  representatives  in  the  Meeting  for 
Sufferings,  but  that  circumstanced  as  he  then  was,  he  thought  it  would 
be  right  that  he  should  be  released  from  that  station ;  the  meeting  ac- 
cordingly released  him.  On  Seventh-day  morning,  a  proposition  was 
brought  in  from  the  women's  Yearly  Meeting  for  Uie  appointment  of  a 
committee  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings,  for  their  strength  and  as- 
sistance. This  proposal  was  opposed  by  those  who  have  since  separated; 
and  as  the  meeting  had  advanced  so  far  in  its  business,  as  to*  be  likely 
to  close  at  that  sitting,  some  Friends  seemed  to  be  doubtful  whether  it 
would  be  expedient  to  go  into  the  business  at  that  time.  While  the  sub- 
ject was  under  discussion,  the  meeting  was  informed  by  a  person  pre- 
sent, that  he  had  on  the  preceding  evening  attended  a  meeting  of  a  num- 
ber of  individuals,  at  Green  street  meeting  house ;  that  an  epistle  which 
had  been  previously  prepared,  was  then  and  there  read,  proposing  a 
separation  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia ;  that  it  was  adopt- 
ed, and  agreed  to  be  signed,  and  that  John  Comly  stated  that  it  would 
be  needful  to  appoint  a  committee  to  carry  it  down  to  the  families  of 
Friends,  and  to  explain  and  enforce  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  such 
a  measure;  and  that  the  said  meeting  stood  adjourned  to  the  rise  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  at  which  time  John  Comly  alleged  that  he  should  have 
some  important  propositions  to  make  to  it.  The  individual  also  stated, 
that  be  recognised  in  the  countenances  of  many  of  those,  who  were  now 
opposing  the  appointment  of  a  committee  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  the 
same  persons  who  had  attended  the  meeting  the  evening  before,  and 
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taken  an  active  part  in  ita  proceedings.  This  information  Boon  changed 
the  aspect  of  things  in  the  Yearly  Meeting;.  Some  of  the  separatists  at 
first  attempted  to  deny  it,  declaring  that  it  was  nitbout  any  foundalton 
at  all,  but  soine  others  of  them,  with  more  candour,  admitted  that  it 
waa  substantially  correct.  As  the  meeting  vras  now  fully  inrortaed  of 
their  intended  separation,  the  impropriety  of  their  interfering  in  the 
business  of  ihe  Yearly  Meeting,  so  as  to  prevent  it  from  extending  the 
requisite  care  to  its  subordinate  meetings  and  membersi  was  so  obviom, 
that  they  declined  any  further  opposition  to  the  appoinlmenl  of  the  cora- 
mittee.  Several  of  their  leading  characters  stated,  that  thcf  thought 
they  ought  not  lo  Interfere;  and  as  all  opposition  ceased,  a  minute  was 
accordingly  made,  and  the  committee  appointed.  During  the  course  of 
the  morning,  several  persons  who  have  since  been  conspicuous  in  the 
new  society,  expressed  that  they  did  not  expect  ever  to  attend  a  Yearly 
Meeting  in  that  house  again,  and  addressed  themselves  to  those  who 
should  hereafter  have  that  privilege.  One  of  their  preachers  remarked, 
that  the  Society  of  Friends  had  always  made  the  scriptures  the  test  for 
doctrine,  and  at  the  same  time  had  allowed  every  individual  the  right 
of  private  interpretation,  but  that  as  soon  as  any  member  promulgated 
any  doctrines,  he  certainly  ought  to  be  made  responsible  for  them;  and 
that  on  this  simple  ground  the  Society  of  Friends  had  always  stood. 
That  he  had  sincerely  desired  that  the  direrse  views  of  different  indi- 
viduals, members  of  that  meeting,  might  be  so  reconciled,  as  that  we 
could  once  more  meet  harmoniously;  but  he  now  saw  that  this  waa  im- 
practicable ;  we  had  arrived  at  that  period,  in  which  a  separation  mutt 
and  would  take  place ;  and  his  wish  was  that  we  might  part  in  good  wilt, 
and,  however  widely  separated  from  each  other,  endeavour  to  exeriisc 
charity.  Another  minister  among  ihem  observed,  that  we  had  heard  it 
staled,  that  any  individual  who  dissented  from  the  doctrines  of  a  reli- 
gious society  had  a  right  to  withdraw  from  it,  and  to  worship  the  Al- 
mighty in  such  manner  as  he  thought  righlj  and  surely  if  one  indivi- 
dual had  a  right  to  do  so,  a  number  had  the  same  right.  He,  therefore, 
encouraged  his  party  lo  leave  alt,  their  friends  and  connexions,  and  the 
property  of  the  society,  and  to  meet  in  their  own  private  houses,  in  bams, 
or  any  other  places  that  they  could  get,  and  sit  down  to  wait  quietly  on 
the  Almighty;  and  he  believed  if  they  did  so,  they  would  be  supported. 

It  was  clearly  apparent  from  these,  and  other  similar  observations, 
that  they  contemplated  an  entire  separation  from  the  Society  of  Friends 
and  its  property.  The  business  of  the  meeting  being  gone  through,  the 
minutes  of  all  its  proceedings  were  deliberately  read  over;  no  objection 
was  made  to  any  part  of  them;  and  after  a  pause  the  clerk  made  the 
usual  minute,  concluding  the  meeting  lo  convene,  or  to  meet  again  "  at 
the  usual  lime  next  year,  if  the  Lord  permit;"  which  lalter  foi-m  of  ex- 
pression has  always  been  used  in  the  concluding  minute  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  since  I  have  attended  it.  After  this  minute  was  read,  a  consi- 
derable pause  ensued;  there  was  no  objection  made  to  it ;  and  Friends 
separated  from  each  other  in  the  customary  manner. 

Q.  How  long  had  Samuel  Betilc  been  clerk  of  that  Yearly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  As  long  as  I  can  remember;  and  was  always  appointed  without 
any  opposition.  He  always  served  lo  the  acceptance  of  the  meeting, 
so  far  as  appeared.  In  the  year  1826,  immediately  preceding  the  Yearly 
Meeting  at  which  the  separation  took  place,  he  was  appointed  without 
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a  dissenting  voice,  and  near  the  close  of  the  meeting,  if  not  at  the  last 
Ritting,  several  persons  expressed  their  sense  of  the  propriety  with  which 
he  had  acted,  some  of  whom  were  of  those  who  have  since  seceded. 

Q.  Did  the  persons  of  whom  you  have  spoken,  as  objecting  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  liie  committee  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  afterwards  set  up  a 
new  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  They  did.  By  general  reputation,!  am  informed  that  on  the  even- 
ing of  Second-day  of  Yearly  Meeting  week,  a  number  of  them  held  a 
conference  at  the  house  of  one  of  their  friends  in  Philadelphia,  in  which 
it  was  proposed,  that  at  the  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  on  the  follow- 
ing morning,  they  should  seize  the  clerk's  table  and  books— hut  some  of 
those  present  objecting  to  that  course,  it  was  agreed  that  John  Comly 
should  make  his  proposition  for  a  dissolution  of  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
inaiead  of  it.  By  the  minutes  of  their  separate  meeting,  published  in 
connexion  with  their  epistle  of  Fourth-month,  1827,  as  well  as  fay  general 
reputation,  it  appears  that  they  held  a  meeting  at  Green  street  meeting 
house  on  the  following  Fifth-day  evening,  at  which  an  essay  of  an  epistle, 
proposing  the  separation,  was  produced  and  readj  the  meeting  ad- 
journed to  the  foilowing  evening,  when  it  was  again  read  and  adopted— 
they  then  adjourned  to  the  rise  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  on  the 
following  morning.  Notwithstanding  the  Yearly  Meeting  had  been  regu- 
larly closed,  to  meet  at  the  usual  time  next  year,  in  their  presence,  and 
with  their  consent,  yet  they  went  immediately  from  its  sitting  to  the 
meeting  house  at  Green  street,  and  there  agreed  to  issue  an  epistle,  in 
which  they  say,  that  "  the  unity  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  is  interrupted, 
that  a  division  exists  among  them,  developing  in  its  progress  views 
whicit  appear  incompatible  with  each  other,  and  feelings  averse  to  a 
reconciliation;  doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  the  society,  and  which,  we 
Believe,  to  be  sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by  the  other  part,  to 
be  unsound  and  spurious;  from  this  has  resulted  a  state  of  things  that 
has  proved  destructive  of  peace  and  tranquillity,  and  in  which  the  frutta 
of  love  and  condescension  have  been  blasted,  and  the  comforts  and  en- 
joyments, even  of  social  intercourse,  greatly  diminished"— and  that 
"  under  a  solemn  and  deliberate  view  of  this  painful  state  of  their  affairs, 
ihey  feel  bound  to  declare,  under  a  settled  conviction  of  mind,  that  the 
period  has  fully  come,  in  which  they  ought  to  look  towards  making  a 
quiet  retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion. "  This  epistle  was  adopted  be- 
fore the  appointment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  which  appoint- 
ment they  have  since  alleged,  was  one  of  the  grounds  or  causes  of  their 
separation.  Their  meeting  of  Fourth-month  adjourned  to  Sixth-month 
following,  when  they  again  met,  and  issued  an  epistle,  in  which  they  say, 
••  we,  therefore,  have  agreed  to  propose  for  your  consideration,  the  pro- 
priety and  expediency  of  holding  (not  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in 
Philadelphia,  hut)  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Friends,  in  unity  with  us,  residing 
within  the  limits  of  those  Quarterly  Meetings,  heretoh>re  represented  in 
the  Yearly  Meeting,  held  in  Philadelphia — for  which  purpose  it  is  re- 
commended, that  tjuarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings,  which  may  be  pre- 
?ared  for  such  a  measure,  should  appoint  representatives  to  meet  in 
hiladelphia  the  third  Second-day  in  Tenth-month  next,  at  ten  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  with  other  merahcrs  favourable  to  our  vitwa,  there  to  hold 
ft  Yearly  Meeting  of  men  and  women  Friends."  By  general  reputation, 
as  well  as  by  an  epistle  which  they  subsequently  published,  I  am  in- 
fornicd  that  the  meeting  in  Tenth>inonth  did  accordingly  cQnTen^,f~' 
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contrary  to  common  us.ige,  asiUmed  the  name  of  llie  "  Yearly  Mcel 
of  Friends,  of  Philadelphia;"  that  it  adjourned  to  meet  on  the  sec 
Second-day  in  Fourlh-monlh  following,  which  is  one  week  earlier  than 
the  Slated  time  for  holding  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  of  Philadel- 
phia, and  to  which  time  it  then  stood  adjourned,  by  their  own  conienL 
The  new  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which  I  have  spoken,  assembled  in  Tenth- 
month  at  the  Green  street  meeting  house,  since  which  time,  their  men's 
meeting  has  been  held  at  Green  street,  and  the  women's  meeting  M 
Cherry  street  meeting  house. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock- 
Tuesday  morning,  October  19,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.     Examinatii 
the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Witness.  In  reference  to  the  new  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which 
last  evening,  as  having  met  in  Tenth-month,  to  be  more  explicit, 
have  said,  that  at  ttiat  time  the  women's  meeting  was  held  in  Green  sli 
meeting  house,  and  the  men's  meeting  assembled  in  a  temporary  build* 
ing  erected  for  the  purpose,  in  the  vicinity. 

Question.  Did  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  held  in  Philadelphia, 
meet  again  in  1828,  at  the  time  to  which  it  stood  regularly  adjourned  in 
1837? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  did  meet  on  the  third  Second-day  in  Fourth-month 
of  that  year,  which  was  the  staled  time  of  its  convening.  It  also  met  at 
the  usual  place.  It  transacted  all  the  business  which  is  commonly  done  at 
a  Yearly  Meeting — received  and  answered  epistles  from  all  the  Yearly 
Meetings  of  Friends  with  which  it  corresponds,  and  was  constituted  in 
alt  respects,  as  it  had  previously  been,  with  this  exception,  that  the 
southern  Quarterly  Meeting  was  not  represented  in  it,  this  meeting 
having  gone  off  in  the  separation,  and  attached  itself  to  the  new  society. 
The  several  standing  committees  made  written  reports  to  it  as  usual, 
and  it  adjourned  to  meet  again  at  the  usual  time,  in  1829— since  which 
it  has  been  regularly  held  at  the  usual  time  and  place;  and  has  consisted, 
the  men's  meeting,  of  from  seven  hundred  to  one  thousand  persons,  and 
the  women's  meeting,  of  from  twelve  to  fii'tcen  hundred. 

Q,  Do  you  know  of  any  instances  in  which  those  who  have  set  up  the 
new  meeting,  have  violated  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  Society  of 
Friends? 

A.  Immediately  after  their  secession  from  the  Society  of  Friends  In 
Fourth-month,  1837,  they  commenced  a  course  of  proceedings,  the  di- 
rect tendency  of  which  was  to  break  up  the  established  institutions  and 
orderof  the  society,  and  to  prostrate  its  discipline.  The  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Green  street,  where  they  had  the  control,  attempted  to  separate 
itself  from  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  of  which  it  was  a  con- 
stituent part,  and  to  which  it  was  subordinate  and  accountable,  and  ap- 
plied to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington,  to  be  received  as  one  of  its 
component  Monthly  Meetings.  The  seceders  having  the  control  oif 
Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  determined  to  receive  it  as  such,  although 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  remonstrated,  by  its  committee, 
against  so  unauthorized  and  disorderly  a  measure.  The  clerk  of  Abing- 
ton Quarterly  Meeting  declined  making  a  minute,  in  a  case  so  contrary 
to  the  discipline,  and  one  of  the  leading  seceders  in  that  meeting  was 
called  to  the  table  to  make  it.  In  the  Monthly  Meedng  of  Radnor,  which 
is  alu>  a  constituent  part  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  subor- 
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ilinitc  and  accountalilc  to  it,  the  icceders  made  a  similar  movement, 
Uid  were  received  by  llicir  party  in  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  na  a 
constituent  part  of  it.  A  large  number  of  the  seccdcrs,  members  of  four 
of  the  Monthly  Meetings  in  Philadelphia,  applied  to  (he  Monthly  Meet- 
ings of  Byberry  and  Darby,  where  their  party  had  the  control,  to  be  re- 
ceived as  members;  and,  contrary  to  all  the  usages  of  the  society,  as  well 
as  (o  its  discipline,  which  recognises  no  mode  of  transferring  the  right 
of  membership,  but  by  the  certificate  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  they  were 
so  received;  although  some  of  them  were  regularly  under  the  care  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings  to  which  they  belonged,  for  disorderly  conduct.  By- 
berry  Monthly  Meeting,  which  was  under  the  control  of  the  seceders, 
made  an  inroad  upon  the  limits  of  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
set  up  a  meeting  tor  worship  of  their  new  society  within  its  limits,  and 
composed  of  persons  who  were  regularly  members  of  that  Monthly 
Meeting,  and  of  the  other  Monthly  Meetings  of  Philadelphia. 

Darby  Monthly  Meeting,  acting  in  the  same  unauthorized  and  unpre- 
cedented manner,  made  a  minute  sanctioning  the  establishment  of  a 
meeting  for  worship  of  their  new  society,  within  the  limits  of  the  west- 
ern district  Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends,  to  be  composed  in  part  of  its 
members,  and  appointed  a  committee  lo  attend  the  opening  thereof, 
whenever  a  suitable  place  might  be  found. 

The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  separatists  at  Abington,  authorized  the 
establishment  of  a  Monthly  Meeting  of  their  society,  within  the  limits  of 
Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  and  assuming  its  name;  although  Phi- 
ladelphia Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  was  then  in  existence,  and  had 
been  regularly  held  for  nearly  one  hundred  and  fifty  years.  The  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  new  society,  held  in  Fourth-month,  1828,  author- 
Ircrf  the  establishment  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting  of  their  society,  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  assuming  the  name  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
Friends  of  Philadelphia,  although  this  latter  meeting  was  then  in  exist- 
ence, and  had  been  regularly  held  for  more  than  a  century.  These  pro- 
ceedings are  all  subversive  of  the  discipline  of  our  religious  society,  and 
altogether  unparalleled  in  its  history,  so  far  as  1  am  acquainted  with  it. 
Q.  Is  it  considered  in  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  that  there  is 
a  subordination  between  the  diiTerent  meetings  for  discipline? 

A.  The  discipline  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  is  clear  and 
positive  in  relation  to  such  subordination.  It  says,"  for  the  more  regu- 
lar and  effectual  support  of  this  order  of  the  society,  beside  the  usual 
meetings  for  the  purpose  of  divine  worship,  others  are  instituted,  sub- 
ordinate to  each  otherj  such  tis,/irst.  Preparative  Meetings,  which  com- 
monly consist  of  the  members  of  a  meeting  for  worship;  seconij,  Monthly 
Meetings,  each  of  which  commonly  consists  of  several  Preparative  Meet- 
ings ;  Ihird,  Quarterly  Meetings,  each  of  which  consists  of  several  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings}  and  four  I  ft,  the  Yearly  Meeting,  which  comprises 
the  whole,"  And  again,  *'  the  institutions  of  our  meetings  for  discipline, 
having  on  experience  been  found  very  beneficial,  it  is  earnestly  recom- 
mended, they  be  maintained  in  that  authority  wherein  they  were  esta- 
blished ;  where  any  have  been  negligent  in  attending  them,  or  opposed 
to  their  usefulness,  carnality  and  spiritual  death  have  been  the  conse- 
quence." The  connexion  and  subordination  of  our  meetings  for  disci- 
bIidc  are  thus: — I'reparative  Meetings  are  accountable  to  the  Monthly 
Hcettngs,  Monthly  to  the  Quarterly,  and  the  Quarterly  to  the  Yearly 
Meeling;  so  that  if  the  Yearly  Meeting  be  at  any  time  dissatisfied  with 
the  proceedings  of  any  inferior  meeting,  or  a  Quarterly  Meeting  with 
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the  proceedings  of  cither  of  its  Monthly  Meetings,  or  a  Monthly  Meet- 
ing with  the  proceedings  of  cither  of  its  Preparative  Meetings,  such 
meeting  or  meetings,  ought,  with  readiness  and  meekness,  to  render  an 
account  thereof  when  required. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  instances  in  which  the  authority  of  the  Quar- 
ter has  been  exercised  over  the  inferior  meetings? 

A.  In  numerous  instances  within  my  knowleclgc,  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing has  reversed  the  decision,  and  annulled  the  proceedings  of  Monthly 
Meetings  in  cases  of  appeal.     I  attended  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Bur- 
lington, in  the  year  1 824,  when  it  was  informed  that  Chesterfield  Monthly 
Meeting  had  received  as  its  members  three  persons  who  had  been  dis- 
owned by  other  Monthly  Meetings,  and  had  not  made  the  usual  acknow- 
ledgment.    The  Quarterly  Meeting  annulled  the  proceedings  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  directed  that  those  persons  should  not  be  consi- 
dered members  of  our  religious  society.     A  case  occurred  in  Philadel- 
phia Quarterly  Meeting,  about  the  year  1708,  in  which  the  then  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Ilaverford,  made  use  of  some  expressions  in  one  of  its  mi- 
nutes, derogatory  to  the  character  of  a  member.     The  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing  directed  it  to  obliterate  said  minute,  and  as  the  Monthly  Meeting 
had  refused  to  allow  the  individual  to  proceed  in  the  accomplishment 
of  her  marriage,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  directed  them  to  waive  their  " 
objections,  and  suffer  her  to  proceed  in  the  order  of  society.  It  is  a  fact 
well  known  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  that  in  consequence  of  the  refrac- 
tory state  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  eastern  district,  in  Baltimore^ 
and  its  refusing  to  submit  to  the  advice  of  the  Quarterly  and  Yearly 
Meeting  to  which  it  was  subordinate  and  accountable,  that  the  Qaarteriy 
Meeting  of  Baltimore  to  which  it  belonged,  dissolved  it  as  a  Monthly 
Meeting;  and  attached  the  members  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the 
western  district  in  Baltimore;  and  directed  the  eastern  district  meeting 
to  transfer  its  books  and  papers  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  weatern 
district,  and  to  answer  to  that  meeting,  as  one  of  its  Preparatite  wA 
subordinate  meetings.     The  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  eastern  district 
did  not  comply  with  the  direction  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  immediate- 
ly, but  appealed  from  its  decision  to  the  Yearly  Meeting.     The  Yearly 
Meeting  confirmed  the  proceedings  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and. ita 
authority  to  lay  down  the  Monthly  Meeting.  As  far  as  my  acquaintance 
with  the  history  and  phoceedings  of  the  Society  of  Friends  goes,  this  la 
the  only  instance  previous  to  the  separation  in  1 827,  in  which  a  Monthly 
Meeting  has  refused  to  submit  to  its  proper  subordination  and  accoai^^' 
ability  to  the  Quarter,  and  persisted  in  it,  so  as  to  require  it  to  bel*^ 
down.    In  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  our  religious  meetings,  ^*^ 
society  has  happily  been  preserved  in  so  much  harmony  that  infer***' 
meetings  have  cheerfully  submitted  to  the  authority  of  their  superi^ 
meetings:  but  if  from  any  cause,  circumstances  similar  to  those  whi^* 
have  occurred  since  the  separation,  and  which  have  rendered  it  ncceft**" 
ry  for  Quarterly  Meetings  to  dissolve  Monthly  Meetings,  the  same  *^^}\ 
of  things  had  existed  previously  to  the  separation,  a  s!  .nilar  course Jwoul* 
probably  have  been  pursued.  The  discipline  of  Baltimore  Yearly  Mc«*' 
ing,  as  respects  the  subordination  and  accountability  of  inferior  to  SBp^" 
rior  meetings,  is  the  same  as  that  of  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting.         ^ 

Q.  What  is  the  tenure  by  which  property  is  held  by  the  Societf  ^* 
Friends?  ^ 

A.  The  tenure  of  properly  in  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  is  d*'" 
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forcnt  from  that  of  any  other  religious  body  \vith  which  I  am  acquainted. 
It  is  held  by  trustees  for  the  use  of  the  society  to  which  it  exchisively 
belonf^s,  no  individual  possessing^  any  foe  in  it.  Plence,  if  an  individual 
who  is  a  member  of  a  meeting,  possessing  property  worth  only  a  few 
hundred  dollars,  removes  into  a  meeting  which  owns  estate  valued  at 
as  many  thousands,  on  producing  a  certificate  from  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing where  he  formerly  resided,  and  its  being  received  by  the  meeting 
into  which  he  has  removed,  he  becomes  entitled  to  an  equal  right  in  the 
property  of  this  meeting,  with  any  of  those  who  were  members  be- 
fore he  removed  into  it.  And  this  holds  good,  although  the  property 
may  have  been  created  by  the  voluntary  contributions  of  those  who  were 
members  of  that  meeting  before  he  removed  within  its  limits.  So  also 
the  poor  of  the  society  who  are  maintained  at  its  expense,  and  who  do 
not  contribute  any  thing  to  its  funds,  have  an  equal  right  in  the  property 
of  the  society  with  any  other  of  its  members.  This  arises  from  the  fact, 
that  the  property  belongs  exclusively  to  the  society.  When  a  meeting, 
either  by  the  death  or  removal  of  its  members,  l)ecomes  extinct,  the 
property  falls  under  the  care  of  the  superior  meeting.  And  where  a 
meeting  is  laid  down,  and  the  members  attached  to  any  other  meeting, 
the  property  would  follow  them,  in  order  to  preserve  their  rights  in  it; 
and  at  the  same  time,  they  would  become  possessed  of  a  right  in  the 
property  of  the  meeting  to  which  they  were  attached,  equal  to  that  of 
any  of  its  other  members. 

The  Society  of  Friends  in  all  parts  of  the  world  is  a  unit.  Hence  an 
individual,  who  resides  in  the  most  remote  part  of  America,  applying  to 
his  Monthly  Meeting,  and  procuring  its  certificate  of  his  membership, 
if  he  remove  to  any  part  of  Europe,  or  of  this  country,  where  there  is  a 
Monthly  Meeting,  on  presenting  that  certificate  of  membership,  and  its 
being  received  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  into  which  he  has  removed,  he 
becomes  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  membership  there,  and  to  an 
equal  interest  in  the  property  of  that  meeting,  with  any  other  of  its 
members.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  whatever  may  have  been  the  standing 
of  an  individual  in  the  society,  or  however  largely  he  may  have  con- 
tributed to  its  funds,  while  a  mem])cr,  as  soon  as  he  is  disowned,  his 
rights  in  the  property  cease;  he  being  no  longer  a  member  of  that  body 
to  which  the  property  exclusively  belongs. 

Q.  Do  you  know,  of  your  own  knowledge,  or  by  general  repute,  in 
any  instance,  where  a  meeting  has  been  laid  down,  how  the  property  has 
been  disposed  of? 

A.  There  was  formerly  a  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  held  at 
Lancaster,  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  which,  owing  to  the  smallness 
of  its  numbers,  was  laid  down  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  which  it  be- 
longed. The  meeting  house  in  Lancaster  came  under  the  care  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting  of  Sadsbury,  to  which  Lancaster  meeting  had  belonged. 
And  as  the  society  in  Lancaster  had  become  nearly  or  (juite  extinct,  the 
Monthly  Meeting  considered  the  meeting  house  and  property  as  belong- 
ing to  the  Yearly  Meeting  at  large,  and  applied  to  its  representative 
body,  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  for  its  direction,  how  it  should  dis- 
pose of  the  funds  which  had  accrued  from  the  rent  of  the  meeting  house. 

There  was  formerly  a  meeting  of  Friends  at  Bush  river,  in  South 
Carolina,  but  in  consequence  of  the  removal  and  decease  of  the  mem- 
bers, the  meeting  was  discontinued.  The  meeting  house,  and  oihrr 
property  belonging  to  the  society  there,  went  into  the  hands  of  the 
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Quarterly  Meeting;,  to  which  that  meeting  had  belonged;  and  subse- 
quently, the  Quarterly  Meeting  being  discontinued,  owing  to  the  same 
causes,  the  property  went  into  the  hands  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  North 
Carolina,  to  which  that  Quarter  had  belonged. 

A  similar  cafte  occurred  in  relation  to  the  meeting  house  and  property 
of  Friends  in  Boston.  The  society  in  that  city  having  become  extinct, 
the  property  went  into  the  care  of  the  *'  Meeting  for  Sufferings,"  as  the 
representatives  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  New  England. 

Q.  In  relation  to  the  act  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  annulling 
the  proceedings  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  in  the  matter  of  re* 
ceiving  as  members  certain  individuals  who  had  been  disowned  by  other 
Monthly  Meetings,  as  you  have  related,  I  now  ask,  whether  in  that 
case  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington  acted  of  its  own  motion  and 
originally,  or  whether  the  subject  was  brought  before  it  by  appeal? 

A.  There  was  no  appeal  in  the  case.  The  information  had  been  com- 
municated to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  by  a  person  who  was  not  a  member 
of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  appointed  a 
committee  to  examine  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case;  and  on  the 
report  of  that  committee,  annulled  the  proceedings  of  the  Monthly 
Meeting. 

Q.  Did  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  acquiesce  and  obey  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  that  case,  acknowledging  its  authority? 

A.  I  was  not  present  at  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  but  it  is  a  fact, 
well  known  by  general  repute,  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield 
did  so  obey  the  direction  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  did  thereby  re- 
cognise its  authority. 

And  the  said  Thomas  Evans  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of 
Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, further  answering,  saith — 

Question.  Will  you  state  your  residence  and  age? 

Answer.  I  reside  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  am  thirty-two  yean 
old. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  attending  meetings  for 
discipline? 

A.  From  my  childhood;  probably  nearly  twenty  years. 

Q.  Does  the  discipline  limit  the  number  of  representatives  that  a 
Quarterly  may  appoint  to  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  It  limits  them  as  regards  the  minimum  number,  but  does  not  itatt 
how  many  beyond  that  number  they  shall  appoint. 

Q.  Had  not  both  parties  an  equal  opportunity  of  nominating  repre- 
sentatives in  the  several  Quarters,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827? 

A.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  occurs  first,  and  is  by  far 
the  largest  in  the  Yearly  Meeting;  no  increase  was  made  in  the  number 
of  its  representatives;  but  in  those  of  Abington  and  Bucks,  the  fonBer 
of  which  immediately  succeeded  it,  there  was  not  an  equal  opportuiiity 
given  to  both  Friends  and  those  who  have  since  seceded-— the  names 
of  several  Friends  being  omitted  to  be  taken,  though  they  were  disthictlf 
nominated,  and  the  fact  stated  to  the  meeting. 

Q.  Are  not  the  representatives  appointed  in  the  Quarters  to  attend 
the  Yearly  Meeting,  named  out  of  the  different  Monthly  Meetings  belonj- 
ing  to  the  Quarter? 
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A.  Ill  some  Quarterly  Meetings  they  are,  and  in  others  ihey  arc  not. 
Q.  How  in  respect  to  those  named? 
'     A.  They  were  appointed  from  the  Monthly  Meetings. 

Q.  Did  Abington,  Bucks,  and  the  southern  Quarter,  send  more  repre- 
sentatives to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  than  the  Philadelphia  Quarter, 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  Monthly  Meetings  within  the  respective 
Quarters? 

A.  Abington  and  Bucks  did  so.  As  regards  the  southern  Quarter, 
I  am  not  able  to  state  exactly,  not  knowing  the  number  of  Monthly 
Meetings  it  contained. 

Q.  How  many  did  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  send  that  year? 

A.  From  seven  of  its  Monthly  Meetings,  I  think  it  sent  three  repre- 
sentatives each,  and  from  one  Monthly  Meeting  there  were  but  two  ap- 
pointed, as  near  as  I  can  recollect,  it  being  the  most  distant  one. 

Q.  Of  which  side  is  the  individual  who  was  clerk  of  Abington  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  immediately  before  and  after  Fourth-month  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  1827? 

A.  At  the  time  alluded  to,  he  was  favourable  to  those  who  have  since 
seceded,  but  having  become  dissatisfied  with  their  proceedingSi^hc  has 
since  left  them,  and  is  with  Friends. 

Q.  Of  which  side  is  John  Cox? 

A.  John  Cox  is  a  member  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  and  has 
never  joined  in  the  separation. 

Q.  When  he  made  the  report  from  the  representatives,  spoken  of,  did 
not  another  of  the  representatives  state  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  that  the 
body  of  the  representatives  had  not  authorized  him  so  to  report,  and 
that  many  of  them  wished  to  continue  their  interrupted  deliberations? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  such  a  report  being  made  by  any  of  the  repre- 
sentatives ;  though  there  was  one  of  them  who  denied  that  John  Cox 
was  authorized  to  make  the  report  he  did.  Several  other  representa- 
tives expressed  that  he  was  so  authorized,  and  on  his  appealing  to  them 
to  know  whether  he  had  not  reported  what  was  given  in  charge  to  him, 
some  of  those  who  have  since  seceded  expressed  that  he  had,  and  the 
objection  was  dropped. 

Q.  Did  not  the  meeting  of  the  afternoon  gather  upon  them,  and  inter- 
rupt their  deliberations? 

A.  I  believe  that  was  not  the  fact. 

Q.  Would  it  not  be  a  greater  departure  from  the  established  usages 
and  principles  of  the  society,  to  carry  a  measure  against  the  sense  of  a 
majority,  than  to  decide  it  by  the  majority? 

A.  Such  a  case,  I  do  not  apprehend,  has  occurred  in  the  Society  of 
Friends;  and  as  it  has  never  admitted,  that  any  of  its  decisions  rest  on 
the  principle  of  a  majority,  it  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  any  of  its  pro- 
ceedings. 

Q.  On  what  have  its  decisions  rested? 

A.  We  believe  that  the  Spirit  of  our  Redeemer  is  the  alone  director 
in  the  affairs  of  his  church;  and  that  where  individuals  are  gathered  into 
ft  state  of  a  reverent  waiting  upon  him.  he  is  pleased  to  impart  to  such 
ft  right  judgment 

Q.  Do  not  committees  on  cases  of  appeal  decide  by  majorities? 

A.  I  have  never  been  on  such  a  committee,  and  cannot,  therefore, 
^peak  positively  as  to  the  mode  of  their  decisions;  but  the  reports  of  such 
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committees  have  usually  been  signed,  when  I  have  heard  them  read,  by 
the  larger  number  of  their  members. 

Q.  In  the  case  of  Ezra  Comfort's  appeal  on  a  disownment,  for  an  al- 
leged detraction  of  Elias  Hicks,  was  he  not  reinstated  on  the  report  of  a 
committee,  consisting  of  a  majority  of  one? 

A.  He  was  reinstated  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  on  the  report  of  a 
committee  appointed  to  hear  his  appeal;  but  I  am  unable  to  say  what  the 
majority  was,  or  what  the  number  was  that  signed  it,  as  I  do  not  remem- 
ber; nor  of  how  many  the  committee  consisted. 

Q.  Has  the  witness  no  common  reputation  on  that  subject? 

A.  It  is  usual  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  appoint  two  persons  out  of 
each  Quarterly  Meeting  to  hear  an  appeal;  further  than  this  I  do  not 
know,  either  from  my  own  knowledge  or  from  general  reputation;  I 
mean  as  regards  the  majority. 

Q.  If  the  greater  number  had  been  against  his  reinstatement,  would 
not  their  report  have  been  in  that  way? 

A.  The  greater  number  would  probably  have  reported  in  favour  of 
confirming  the  judgment  of  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  of  the  minority  making  a  counter  report? 

A.  I  have  already  answered  that  question,  by  stating  that  the  reports 
on  the  subjects  of  appeal,  as  far  as  I  remember,  have  always  been  signed 
by  the  larger  number  of  the  members. 

Q.  Has  it  not  usually  happened,  that  some  of  the  committee  have 
not  concurred  in  the  report,  by  signing  it,  and  have  made  no  report 
at  all? 

A.  It  has  frequently  happened  so ;  and  it  has  occasionally  happened 
within  my  recollection,  that  the  report  has  been  signed  by  all  the  com- 
mittee. 

Q.  Was  not  John  Comly  urged  to  act  as  assistant  clerk  of  the  Yetrif 
Meeting,  by  Friends  on  both  sides,  without  a  dissenting  voice? 

A.  He  was  strongly  urged  to  act  by  his  own  party,  but  not  urged  bf 
Friends;  though  some  few  of  them  expressed  their  wish  that  he  should 
act.     I  speak  of  Third-day  morning. 

Q.  Did  any  one  oppose  his  acting  before  he  took  his  seat? 

Witness.  Does  the  question  apply  to  Second-day  afternoon,  or  Third- 
day  morning? 

Counsel.  To  Second-dav  aftenioon. 

A.  There  was  no  opposition  to  his  appointment  as  assistant  ckrk. 

Q.  Was  not  every  subject  that  came  up  on  the  reports  frooji  the 
Quarterly  Meetings  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  left  unacted 
upon? 

A.  Those  subjects  were  all  connected  with,  or  had  grown  out  of,  the 
controversy  respecting  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks;  and  as  there  wut 
general  understanding,  that  his  friends  were  about  to  separate  and  form 
a  society  of  their  own,  those  subjects  were  at  their  suggestion,  or  by 
their  consent,  referred  to  the  meetings  from  which  they  had  come,  or 
suspended. 

Q.  Were  the  subjects  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  unacted  upon, 
at  their  suggestion? 

A.  They  were  acted  upon  so  far  as  that,  in  one  case,  it  was  referred  to 
the  attention  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia;  and  in  the  other- 
it  was  decided  that  no  way  opened  to  proceed  at  present:  and  though 
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Ihc  suggestion  was  not  made  by  those  who  have  since  seceded,  yet  they 
accorded  with  it. 

Q.  Had  not  the  matter  that  was  referred  back  to  the  Philadelphia 
Quarter,  been  there  fruitlessly  contested  for  years? 

A.  Friends  had  long  been  labouring  in  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing9  in  order  to  bring  it  to  a  termination,  but  in  consequence  of  the  op- 

Sosition  of  a  number  of  persons  who  have  since  seceded,  the  Quarterly 
leeting  was  prevented  from  settling  it. 

Q.  Was  it  not  evident,  that  those  spoken  of  as  seceding,  looked  to 
some  other  mode  of  relief  than  by  any  measure  to  be  recorded  by  the 
acting  clerk? 

A.  I  am  not  aware  that  they  had  any  thing  to  be  relieved  from,  but 
their  own  opposition  to  the  order,  and  discipline,  and  doctrines  of  the 
society. 

Q.  Was  not  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and 
ciders,  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  the  Philadelphia  Quarter,  in  respect 
to  the  diflUculty  with  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  in  the  city  of  Phi- 
ladelphia, made  a  communication  to  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia,  in  relation  to  the  subject  of  difRculty  there;  but  that  sub- 
ject was  a  matter  of  appeal  from  an  individual,  who  apprehended  that 
his  religious  rights  had  been  invaded,  and  a  stigma  fixed  upon  his  repu- 
tation, by  one  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  constituting  the  general  Quar- 
terly Meeting  of  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Was  not  that  appeal  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  released 
from  the  station  of  an  elder  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  that  appointed 
Mm? 

A.  It  was  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  displaced  from  his  sta- 
tion as  an  elder,  after  having  many  years  acceptably  served  the  society 
in  that  ofRce,  because  he  could  not  unite  with  the  doctrines  of  Elias 
Hicks;  and  by  a  minute  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  which,  without  assign- 
ing any  cause,  stated  that  he  was  in  a  degree  of  disunity  with  his  Month- 
ly Meeting. 

Q.  When  the  matter  was  referred  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  was  not 
half  of  the  committee  to  take  charge  of  the  matter,  appointed  from  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  because  of  their  being  a 
party  to  it? 

A.  The  authority  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  to  give  its  judg- 
ment and  decision  in  the  case,  was  at  no  time  questioned;  but  as  a  num- 
ber of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting*  from  whose  decision  the 
appeal  was  made,  strenuously  contended  against  the  appointment  of  any 
committee  to  hear  the  appeal,  and  made  many  unfounded  accusations 
agunst  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  of  Philadelphia; 
Friends  at  length  yielded,  to  submit  the  matter  to  the  decision  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting;  and  a  committee,  half  of  which  was  appointed  from 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  from  which  the  appeal  came,  and  the  other  half, 
I  believe,  from  the  members  of  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting,  was  named, 
Co  state  the  case  to  the  committee  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  if  such  should 
be  appointed. 

Q.  Did  not  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  bring  the 
matter  before  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting,  by  some  memorial  or  wri- 
ting addressed  to  it? 
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taken  an  aclWe  part  in  its  proceedings.  This  inrormation  soon  ch« 
the  aspect  of  things  in  the  Yearly  Meeting.     Some  oF  the  separalitttit  ] 
first  attempted  to  deny  it.  declaring  that  it  was  without  any  foundation 
at  all,  but  some  others  of  them,  with  more  candour,  admitted  Out  it 
was  substantially  correct.     As  the  meeting  was  now  fully  informed  of 
their  intended  separation,  the  impropriety  of  their  inlei-fering;  tn  tbe 
business  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  so  as  to  prevent  it  from  extendingthe 
requisite  care  to  its  subordinate  meetings  and  members,  was  so  obvious. 
that  they  declined  any  further  opposition  to  the  appointment  of  the  com- 
mittee.    Several  of  their  leading  characters  slated,  that  they  thought 
they  ought  not  to  interfere ;  and  as  all  opposition  ceased,  a  minute  wu 
accordingly  made,  and  the  committee  appointed.    During  the  coumc  <A     h 
the  morning,  several  persons  who  have  since  been  conspicuous  in  ihc 
new  society,  expressed  that  they  did  not  expect  ever  to  atiend  a  Yeirly 
Meeting  in  that  house  again,  and  addressed  themselves  to  those  vba 
should  hereafter  have  that  privilege.     One  of  their  pieachcrs  remarked, 
that  the  Society  of  Friends  had  always  made  the  scriptures  the  test  for     „ 
doctrine,  and  at  the  same  time  had  allowed  every  individual  the  right     l 
of  private  interpretation,  but  that  as  soon  as  any  member  promulgitd     I 
any  doctrines,  he  certainly  ought  to  be  made  responsible  for  them;  Birf 
that  on  this  simple  ground  the  Society  of  Friends  had  always  ilood.      ; 
That  he  had  sincerely  desired  that  the  diverse  views  of  different  indi- 
viduals, members  of  that  meeting,  might  be  so  reconciled,  as  that  wt      ' 
could  once  more  meet  harmoniously;  but  he  now  saw  that  this  wiiim-      , 
practicable  ;  wc  had  arrived  at  that  period,  in  which  a  separation  nwf 
and  would  take  place ;  and  his  wish  was  that  we  might  part  in  good  tnll. 
and,  however  widely  separated  from  each  other,  endeavour  lo  exerliu 
charity.     Another  minister  among  them  observed,  that  we  had  heard  il 
stated,  that  any  individual  who  dissented  from  the  doctrines  of  a  reli- 
gious society  had  a  right  to  withdraw  from  it,  and  to  worship  tbe  Al- 
mighty in  such  manner  as  he  thought  right;  and  surely  if  one  iailivi- 
dual  had  a  right  to  do  so,  a  number  had  the  same  right.     He,  therefore, 
encouraged  his  party  to  leave  all,  their  friends  and  connexions,  and  the      ' 
property  of  the  society,  and  to  meet  in  their  own  private  houses,  in  barm,     l| 
or  any  other  places  that  they  could  get,  and  sit  down  to  wut  quietly  on     f 
the  Almighty;  and  he  believed  if  they  did  so,  they  would  be  supported,      t 

It  w-as  clearly  apparent  from  these,  and  other  similar  observaliont, 
that  they  contemplated  an  entire  separation  from  the  Society  of  Friends 
and  its  property.     The  business  of  the  meeting  being  gone  tJirougli,  the     j 
minutes  of  all  its  proceedings  were  deliberately  read  over;  no  objeetioa     | 
was  made  to  any  part  of  them;  and  after  a.  pause  the  clerk  made  the    i 
usual  minute,  concluding  the  meeting  to  convene,  or  lo  meet  again  "it     I 
the  usual  time  next  year,  if  the  Lord  permitj"  which  latter  foi-m  of  t*-     i 
pression  has  always  been  used  in  the  concluding  minute  of  the  3fe»rlj 
Meeting,  since  I  have  attended  it.     After  this  minute  was  read,  a  consi- 
derable pause  ensued;  there  was  no  objection  made  lo  ilj  and  Friend* 
separated  from  each  other  in  the  customary  manner. 

Q.  How  long  had  Samuel  Bettle  been  clerk  of  that  Yearly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  As  long  as  I  can  remember;  and  was  always  appointed  wlthotit 
any  opposition.  He  always  served  to  the  acceptance  of  the  meeting, 
so  far  as  appeared.  In  the  year  1836,  immediately  preceding  the  Yearly 
Meeting  at  which  the  separation  too)»  place,  he  was  appointed  witiioUL  , 
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concluding  the  Yearly  Meeting,  to  convene  again  at  the  usual  time  next 
year,  tacitly  unite  in  the  conclusion,  that  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends 
of  Philadelphia,  should  convene  again  at  its  stated  time  in  1828. 

Q.  Could  they  have  in  fact  united  with  it  in  sentiment,  when  they  did. 
not  expect  to  meet  at  the  usual  time  and  place  next  year? 

A.  Yes,  they  could.  An  individual,  present  at  that  Yearly  Meeting, 
and  a  member  of  it,  who  contemplated  joining  any  other  religious  asso- 
ciation between  that  time  and  the  period  at  which  the  Yearly  Meeting 
was  next  to  convene,  might  fully  accord  and  unite  with  its  adjournment 
to  that  period,  though  his  contemplated  secession  from  the  society  niight 
prevent  him  from  ever  attending  it. 

Q.  Did  they  contemplate  joining  another  religious  association,  or  to 
conunue  the  same? 

A.  From  what  passed  at  that  period,  as  well  as  from  what  has  oc- 
curred since,  it  is  evident  that  they  contemplated  setting  up  a  new  asso- 
ciation of  their  own. 

Q.  'Do  they  not  consider  their  various  meetings  as  a  continuation  of 
the  former  meetings  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  Whatever  they  may  now  consider  them,  it  was  evident  they  did 
not  so  consider  them  at  that  time:  and  as  most  of  them  have  been  dis- 
owned from  the  Society  of  Friends  for  their  separation  from  it,  they 
cannot  be  that  society. 

Q.  If  you  consider  that  they  are  not  of  that  society,  what  irregularity 
was  there  in  their  setting  up  meetings  within  the  limits  of  yours,  or 
members  within  the  limits  of  yours  connecting  themselves  with  other 
meetings  of  their  side? 

A.  As  they  had  not  the  magnanimity  to  come  forward  and  candidly 
resign  their  rights  of  membership  in  the  society,  whose  organization  they 
were  endeavouring  to  break  up,  and  whose  discipline  they  were  violating, 
they  were  certainly  amenable  to  the  meetings  where  they  properly  be- 
longed; and  hence  it  was  contrary  both  to  the  discipline,  and  to  the 
usages  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  for  them  to  attempt  to  set  up  separate 
meetings  under  its  name,  or  to  transfer  their  rights  to  any  other  meetings 
than  those  to  which  they  properly  belonged. 

Q.  They  believe  themselves  to  be  Friends  in  principle,  and  that  it  was 
their  opposers  that  were  the  first  violators  of  the  discipline;  would  it  not 
be  rather  a  stretch  of  magnanimity  to  consider  themselves  bound  to  re- 
sign the  name  of  the  society  to  you? 

A*  Whatever  they  may  believe  themselves  to  be,  the  great  body  of 
the  Society  of  Friends,  which  is  the  only  competent  authority  as  respects 
its  own  communion,  to  decide  what  are  its  doctrines,  and  who  are  its 
members,  have  determined  that  they  are  not  the  Society  of  Friends,  and 
that  they  do  not  hold  its  doctrines:  and  as  they  themselves  declare  that 
a  dissent  from  those  doctrines  which  the  Society  of  Friends  has  declared 
to  be  its  tenets  is  the  ground  of  their  secession,  candour,  and  a  due  re- 
gard to  Justice,  certainly  did  require  that  they  should  not  assume  its  name. 

Q.  Has  any  body  of  that  society  declared  that  they  seceded  on  the 
ground  of  a  dissent  from  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  Their  meeting  in  Fourth-month,  1827,  declare  that  *^  the  doctrines, 
held  by  one  part  of  the  society,  and  which  they  [the  separatists]  believe 
to  be  sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by  the  oilier  part  to  be  unsound 
and  spurious;"  and  they  allege  this  as  the  original  cause  of  their  with- 
drawing from  our  communion.    Every  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  religious 
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contrary  to  common  usage,  assumed  the  name  of  the  "  Yearly  MM 
of  Friends,  of  Philadelphia;"  that  it  adjourned  lo  meet  on  the  hi 
Second-day  in  Fourth-month  follonring.  which  is  one  week  earlier  I 
the  Slated  time  for  hoiding  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  of  Philr 
phia,  and  to  which  time  it  then  stood  adjourned,  by  their  own  conJ 
The  new  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which  1  have  spoken,  assembled  in  Tenth- 
month  at  the  Green  street  meeting  house,  since  which  time,  their  xan't 
meeting  has  been  held  at  Green  street,  and  the  women's  meeting  at 
Cherry  street  meeting  house. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock. 

Tuesday  morning,  October  19,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Examination  of 
the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Witness.  In  reference  lo  the  new  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which  I  spoke 
last  evening,  as  having  met  in  Tenth-month,  to  be  more  explicit,  I  should 
have  said,  that  at  that  time  thewomen's  meeting  was  held  in  Green  slrctl 
meeting  house,  and  the  men's  meeting  assembled  in  a  temporary  build- 
ing erected  for  the  purpose,  in  the  vicinity. 

Question.  Did  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  held  in  Philadelphil.     [ 
meet  again  in  1828,  at  the  time  to  which  it  stood  regularly  adjoumedia 
1827? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  did  meet  on  the  third  Second-day  in  Fourth -month 
of  that  year,  which  was  the  stated  time  of  its  convening.  It  alsometlt 
the  usual  place-  It  transacted  all  the  business  which  is  commonly  ilonett 
a  Yearly  Meeting — received  and  answered  epistles  from  all  the  Yeirly 
Meetings  of  Friends  with  which  it  corresponds,  and  was  constiluted  in 
all  respects,  as  it  had  previously  been,  with  this  exception,  that  the 
Boulhern  Quarterly  Meeting  was  not  represented  in  it,  this  meeting 
having  gone  off  in  the  separation,  and  attached  itself  to  the  new  saciet)r. 
The  several  standing  committees  made  written  reports  to  it  as  U8ii»li 
and  it  adjourned  to  meet  again  at  the  usual  time,  in  1829— ^ince  which 
it  has  been  regularly  held  at  the  usual  time  and  place;  and  has  contisinlt 
the  men's  meeting,  of  from  seven  hundred  to  one  thousand  persons,  and 
the  women's  meeting,  of  from  twelve  to  fifteen  hundred. 

Q,  Do  you  know  of  any  instances  in  which  those  who  have  set  up  the 
new  meeting,  have  violated  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  Society  oT 
Friends? 

A.  Immediately  after  their  secession  from  the  Society  of  Frtemiliii 
Fourth-month,  1827,  they  commenced  a  course  of  proceedings,  the  di- 
rect tendency  of  which  was  to  break  up  the  established  institutions  and 
order  of  the  society,  and  to  prostrate  its  discipline.  The  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Green  street,  where  they  had  the  control,  attempted  to  scpartte 
itself  from  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  of  which  it  was  a  con- 
stituent part,  and  to  which  it  was  subordinate  and  accountable,  and  Bp* 
plied  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington,  to  be  received  as  one  of  if 
component  Monthly  Meetings.  The  aeceders  having  the  control  ol 
Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  determined  to  receive  it  as  such,  although 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  remonstrated,  by  its  committee, 
against  so  unauthorized  and  disorderly  a  measure.  The  clerk  of  Abing- 
ton Quarterly  Meeting  declined  making  a  minute,  in  a  case  so  contrary 
lo  the  discipline,  and  one  of  the  leading  seceders  in  ihat  meeting  was 
called  to  the  table  to  make  it.  In  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Radnor,  wliich 
is  also  a  constituent  part  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  subor- 
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3te  and  accountable  lo  it,  the  gcceders  made  a  similar  movement, 
j  were  received  by  their  party  in  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  as  a  4 
—  .iBlituetit  part  of  il.  A  large  number  of  tite  secedcrs,  members  of  four 
of  the  Monthly  Meetings  in  Philadelphia,  applied  to  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ings of  Byberry  and  Darby,  where  their  party  had  the  control,  lo  be  re- 
ceived as  members;  and,  contrary  to  all  the  usages  of  the  society,  as  well 
as  to  its  discipline,  which  recognises  no  mode  of  transferring  the  right 
of  membership,  but  by  the  certificate  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  they  wer? 
so  received;  although  some  of  them  were  regularly  under  the  care  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings  to  which  they  belonged,  for  disorderly  conduct.  By- 
berry  Motithly  Meeting,  which  was  under  the  control  of  the  scceders, 
made  an  inroad  upon  the  limits  of  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
Mt  up  a  meeting  for  worship  of  their  new  society  within  its  limits,  and 
composed  of  persons  who  were  regularly  members  of  that  Monthly 
Meeting,  and  of  the  other  Monthly  Meetings  of  Philadelphia, 

Darby  Monthly  Meeting,  acting  in  the  same  unauthoriEed  and  unpre- 
cedented manner,  made  a  minute  sanctioning  the  establishment  of  a 
meeting  for  worship  of  their  new  society,  within  the  limits  of  the  west- 
ern district  Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends,  to  be  composed  in  part  of  its 
members,  and  appointed  a  committee  to  attend  the  opening  thereof, 
whenever  a  suitable  place  might  be  found. 

The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  separatists  at  Abinglon,  authorized  the 
C«tablishment  of  a  Monthly  Meeting  of  their  society,  within  the  limits  of 
Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  and  assuming  its  name;  although  Phi- 
ladelphia Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  was  then  in  ex.istence,  and  had 
been  regularly  held  for  nearly  one  hundred  and  fifty  years.  The  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  new  society,  held  in  Fourth-month,  1828,  author- 
iXK^  the  establishment  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting  of  their  society,  in  the 
dty  of  Philadelphia,  assuming  the  name  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
Friends  of  Philadelphia,  although  this  latter  meeting  was  then  in  exist- 
ence, and  had  been  regularly  held  for  more  than  a  century.  These  pro- 
ceedings are  all  subversive  of  the  discipline  of  our  religious  society,  and 
altogether  unparalleled  in  its  history,  so  far  as  I  am  acquainted  with  it. 

Q.  Is  it  considered  in  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  that  there  is 
a  subordination  between  the  different  meetings  for  discipline? 

A.  The  discipline  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  is  clear  and 
positive  in  relation  to  such  subordination.  It  says, "  for  the  more  regu- 
lar and  effectual  support  of  this  order  of  the  society,  beside  the  usual 
meetings  for  the  purpose  of  divine  worship,  others  are  instituted,  sub- 
ordinate to  each  other;  such  ^s,/irsl.  Preparative  Meetings,  which  com- 
monly consist  of  the  members  of  a  meeting  for  worship;  «e»m(^.  Monthly 
Meetings,  each  of  which  commonly  consists  of  several  Preparative  Meet- 
ings; third.  Quarterly  Meetings,  each  of  which  consists  of  several  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings;  and /our/A,  the  Yearly  Meeting,  which  comprises 
the  whole,"  And  again,  *' the  institutions  of  our  meetings  for  discipline, 
baring  on  experience  been  found  very  beneficial,  it  is  earnestly  recom- 
mended, they  be  maintained  in  that  authority  wherein  they  were  esta- 
blished; where  any  have  been  negligent  in  attending  them,  or  opposed 
lo  their  usefulness,  carnality  and  spiritual  death  have  been  the  conse- 
quence." The  conneiion  and  subordination  of  our  meetings  for  disci- 
aline  are  thus: — Preparative  Meetings  are  accountable  to  the  Monthly 
Meetings,  Monthly  to  the  Quarterly,  and  the  Quarterly  to  the  Yearly 
Weelingf  so  that  if  the  Yearly  Meeting  be  at  any  time  dissatisfied  with 
be  proceedings  of  any  inferior  meeting,  or  a  Quarterly  Meeting  with 
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the  proceedings  of  cither  of  its  Monthly  Meetings,  or  a  Monthly  Meet- 
ing with  the  proceedings  of  cither  of  its  Preparative  Meetings,  such 
meeting  or  meetings,  ought,  with  readiness  and  meekness,  to  render  an 
account  thereof  when  required. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  instances  in  which  the  authority  of  the  Qun 
ter  has  been  exercised  over  the  inferior  meetings? 

A.  In  numerous  instances  within  my  knowledge,  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing has  reversed  the  decision,  and  annulled  the  proceedings  of  Monthly 
Meetings  in  cases  of  appeal.  I  attended  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Bu^ 
lington,  in  the  year  1 824,  when  it  was  informed  that  Chesterfield  Monthly 
Meeting  had  received  as  its  members  three  persons  who  had  been  dli- 
owned  by  other  Monthly  Meetings,  and  had  not  made  the  usual  acknov- 
ledgment.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  annulled  the  proceedings  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  directed  that  those  persons  should  not  be  consi- 
dered members  of  our  religious  society.  A  case  occurred  in  Philadel- 
phia Quarterly  Meeting,  about  the  year  1708,  in  which  the  then  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Havcrford,  made  use  of  some  expressions  in  one  of  its  mi- 
nutes, derogatory  to  the  character  of  a  member.  The  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing directed  it  to  obliterate  said  minute,  and  as  the  Monthly  Meeting 
had  refused  to  allow  the  individual  to  proceed  in  the  accomplishment 
of  her  marriage,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  directed  them  to  waive  their  * 
objections,  and  sufTer  her  to  proceed  in  the  order  of  society.  It  is  a  fact 
well  known  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  that  in  consequence  of  the  refrac- 
tory state  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  eastern  district,  in  Baltimore^ 
and  its  refusing  to  submit  to  the  advice  of  the  Quarterly  and  Yearly 
Meeting  to  which  it  was  subordinate  and  accountable,  that  the  Quarterly 
Meeting  of  Baltimore  to  which  it  belonged,  dissolved  it  as  a  Monthly 
Meeting;  and  attached  the  members  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the 
western  district  in  Baltimore;  and  directed  the  eastern  district  meeting 
to  transfer  its  books  and  papers  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  weiteiB 
district,  and  to  answer  to  that  meeting,  as  one  of  its  Preparatite  and 
subordinate  meetings.  The  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  eastern  district 
did  not  comply  with  the  direction  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  immediate^  . 
ly,  but  appealed  from  its  decision  to  the  Yearly  Meeting.  The  Yearif 
Meeting  confirmed  the  proceedings  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  audit* 
authority  to  lay  down  the  Monthly  Meeting.  As  far  as  my  acquaintance 
with  the  history  and  proceedings  of  the  Society  of  Friends  goes*  thi»i» 
the  only  instance  previous  to  the  separation  in  1 827,  in  which  a  Monthly 
Meeting  has  refused  to  submit  to  its  proper  subordination  and  accooB^ 
ability  to  the  Quarter,  and  persisted  in  it,  so  as  to  require  it  to  be  to* 
down.  In  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  our  religious  meeting8,the 
society  has  happily  been  preserved  in  so  much  harmony  that  inferior 
meetings  have  cheerfully  submitted  to  the  authority  of  their  superior 
meetings:  but  if  from  any  cause,  circumstances  similar  to  those  which 
have  occurred  since  the  separation,  and  which  have  rendered  it  ncccsi^^ 
ry  for  Quarterly  Meetings  to  dissolve  Monthly  Meetings,  the  samcstaW 
of  things  had  existed  previously  to  the  separation,  a  s!  .nilar  coursc^wouW 
probably  have  been  pursued.  The  discipline  of  Baltimore  Yearly  Me*** 
ing,  as  respects  the  subordination  and  accountability  of  inferior  to  sup**  . 
rior  meetings,  is  the  same  as  that  of  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting.       - 

Q.  What  is  the  tenure  by  which  property  is  held  by  the  Socictf  ©• 
Friends? 

A.  The  tenure  of  properly  in  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  iad"' 
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. Jfit  from  llutl  orwty  otltcr  religiouB  body  with  whicli  I  am  ncqualatcc). 

mf  in  hold  by  trustees  for  the  u«  of  the  society  to  which  h  cxcloiivcly 
Mlon^s,  no  individuiiJ  possessing  anjr  fee  in  il.  Henctt,  if  uti  intSividual 
iwht)  is  a  mcmljcr  of  a  meeting.  posscsBing  [iropeiiy  wartli  «iilv  n  fuw 
littndrcii  tjollars,  removes  inio  a  mcciiug  which  owns  estate  vutued  at 
ns  many  tliau«an(l<,  on  producing  a  certificate  from  the  Monilily  Meet- 
ing where  lie  fottncr!)'  resided,  and  ils  being  received  by  the  meetin); 
■niu  which  he  ha*  removed,  ho  becomes  entitled  to  an  C'lUal  right  in  tite 
property  of  ibis  ntceting,  with  any  of  those  who  were  members  be- 
fore he  removed  into  it.  And  this  haidi  good,  niihuu|[h  the  property 
muy  have  been  created  hy  thti  voluntary  cuuti-ihuiions  of  chnac  who  were 
incmben  of  that  meetioii  before  he  removed  within  itx  limtiit.  So  aUo 
Uie  poor  uf  the  society  who  are  maintained  at  its  exliensc,  and  who  do 
uot  contriliiiie  any  thing  to  its  funds,  have  an  equal  right  in  the  property 
of  the  society  with  any  other  of  iis  members.  This  arises  from  the  fact, 
that  the  property  belonjfs  escluaively  to  the  society.  When  a  meeting, 
cillier  by  the  death  or  removal  of  its  members,  becomes  extinct,  the 
property  falls  under  the  care  of  the  lupcrior  meeting.  And  where  »  < 
meeting  ii  laid  down,  and  the  tncmbcra  attached  to  any  other  meettnfc  . 
the  property  would  follow  them,  in  order  to  preterve  their  rights  in  it)  | 
and  at  the  same  time,  they  would  hecoTnc  po«ETi)ied  of  a  right  tn  the 
property  of  the  meeting  to  which  they  were  sttaclied,  c<|u&l  to  that  of 
any  of  its  other  members. 

The  Society  of  Friends  in  all  parts  of  the  world  ia  a  unit.  Hence  an 
iudiTidual,  who  resides  in  the  most  remote  part  of  America,  applying  lo 
bik  Alonthly  Meeting,  and  procuring  ila  certificate  nf  his  membership, 
it  he  remove  to  any  part  of  I'.urope,  or  of  this  country,  where  there  is  a 
Monthly  Meeting,  on  pretteniing  that  certificate  of  membership,  and  its 
bebig  received  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  into  which  he  has  removed,  he 
beeamc<>  eniilK-d  to  all  the  privileges  of  membership  there,  nnd  to  an 
eijo*!  interest  in  the  properly  of  ihnt  meeting,  with  any  other  of  In 
members.  So, on  the  other  hand,  whatever  may  have  been  the  standing 
of  ui  individual  in  the  Kociciy,  or  however  largely  he  may  have  con- 
(Hbutcd  to  )t3  funds,  while  d  member,  us  soon  a%  he  is  disowned,  hi.t 
rights  in  the  property  cease)  hr  tietng  no  lunger  a  member  of  thai  body 
ttkwhtcb  ihc  property  eiiehisivcly  belongs. 

Dj-  Oo  you  know,  of  your  own  knowledge,  or  by  general  repute,  in 
Hlllniiancc,  where  a  meeting  has  been  laid  down,  how  the  property  has 
In  disponed  of? 

^a.  There  wan  formerly  a  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  held  at 
Lancaster,  in  IhR  ntate  of  I'eniisylvanla,  which,  owing  lo  the  smalluess 
ofili  numbers,  was  laid  down  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  to.vthtch  it  he- 
longed.  The  meeting  hnuse  in  Lancaster  came  under  the  care  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting  ufSad»bury,towhich  Lancaster  meeting  hud  belonged. 
And  as  the  society  in  Lancaster  had  become  nearly  or  quite  extinct,  the 
Monthly  Meeting  cunnidered  the  meeting  house  and  property  as  belong. 
!ag  to  the  Yearl)  Meeting  at  large,  and  applied  to  its  representative 
iWdy.  the  Meeltni;  for  SuQerings,  for  its  dticciion,  how  it  should  dis- 
;>oac  of  the  funds  whith  hid  accrued  from  the  rent  of  (he  meeting  house. 
.  There  was  formerly  a  meeting  of  b'rieml*  ai  Bush  river,  in  South 
~    rotina.  but  In  consequence  of  the  reiDOval  and  decease  of  the  mem-   4 
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Quarterly  Meeting;,  to  which  that  meetings  had  belonged;  and  subse- 
quently, the  Quarterly  Meeting  being  discontinued,  owing  to  the  same 
causes,  the  property  went  into  the  hands  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  North 
Carolina,  to  which  that  Quarter  had  belonged. 

A  similar  case  occurred  in  relation  to  the  meeting  house  and  property 
of  Friends  in  Boston.  The  society  in  that  city  having  become  extinct| 
the  property  went  into  the  care  of  the  *'  Meeting  for  Sufferings,**  as  the 
representatives  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  New  England. 

Q.  In  relation  to  the  act  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  annulling 
the  proceedings  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  in  the  matter  of  re- 
ceiving as  members  certain  individuals  who  had  been  disowned  by  other 
Monthly  Meetings,  as  you  have  related,  I  now  ask,  whether  in  thtti 
case  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington  acted  of  its  own  motion  awl 
originally,  or  whether  the  subject  was  brought  before  it  by  appeal? 

A.  There  was  no  appeal  in  the  case.     The  information  had  been  coia- 
municated  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  by  a  person  who  was  not  a  member 
of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting.     The  Qui^rterly  Meeting  appointed  a 
committee  to  examine  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case;  and  on  the 
report  of  that  committeei  annulled  the  proceedings  of  the  Monthly 
Meeting. 

Q.  Did  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  acquiesce  and  obey  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  that  case,  acknowledging  its  authority? 

A.  I  was  not  present  at  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  but  it  is  a  fact, 
well  known  by  general  repute,  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield 
did  so  obey  the  direction  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  did  thereby  re- 
cognise its  authority. 

And  the  said  Thomas  Evans  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of 
Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Decowyone  of  thed^ 
fendants,  further  answering,  saith — 

Question.  Will  you  state  your  residence  and  age? 

Answer.  I  reside  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  am  thirty-two  years 
old. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  attending  meetings  for 
discipline? 

A.  From  my  childhood;  probably  nearly  twenty  years. 

Q.  Does  the  discipline  limit  the  number  of  representatives  that  a 
Quarterly  may  appoint  to  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  It  limits  them  as  regards  the  minimum  number,  but  does  not  state 
how  many  beyond  that  number  they  shall  appoint. 

Q.  Had  not  both  parties  an  equal  opportunity  of  nominating  repre- 
sentatives in  the  several  Quarters,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827? 

A.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  occurs  first,  and  is  by  far 
the  largest  in  the  Yearly  Meeting;  no  increase  was  made  in  the  number 
of  its  representatives;  but  in  those  of  Abington  and  Bucks,  the  former 
of  which  immediately  succeeded  it,  there  was  not  an  equal  opportunity 
given  to  both  Friends  and  those  who  have  since  seceded— the  names 
of  several  Friends  being  omitted  to  be  taken,  though  they  were  distinctly 
nominated,  and  the  fact  stated  to  the  meeting. 

Q.  Are  not  the  representatives  appointed  in  the  Quarters  to  attend 
the  Yearly  Meeting,  named  out  of  the  different  Monthly  Meetings  belong- 
ing  to  the  Quarter? 
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A.  In  some  Quarterly  Mcctini^s  they  arc,  and  in  olhcrs  ihey  arc  nol. 
Q.  How  in  respect  to  those  named? 
'    A.  They  were  appointed  from  the  Monthly  McetUigs. 

Q.  Did  Abington,  Bucks,  and  the  southern  Quarter,  send  more  reprc- 
scntativcs  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  than  the  Philadelphia  Quarter, 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  Monthly  Meetings  within  the  respective 
Quarters? 

A.  Abington  and  Bucks  did  so.  As  regards  the  southern  Quarter, 
I  am  not  able  to  state  exactly,  not  knowing  the  number  of  Monthly 
Meetings  it  contained. 

Q.  How  many  did  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  send  that  year? 

A.  From  seven  of  its  Monthly  Meetings,  I  think  it  sent  three  repre- 
sentatives each,  and  from  one  Monthly  Meeting  there  were  but  two  ap- 
pointed, as  near  as  I  can  recollect,  it  being  the  most  distant  one. 

Q.  Of  which  side  is  the  individual  who  was  clerk  of  Abington  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  immediately  before  and  after  Fourth-month  Yearly  Meet* 
ingof  1827? 

A.  At  the  time  alluded  to,  he  was  favourable  to  those  who  have  since 
seceded,  but  having  become  dissatisfied  with  their  proceedings,,he  has 
since  left  theni,  and  is  with  Friends. 

Q.  Of  which  side  is  John  Cox? 

A.  John  Cox  is  a  member  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  and  has 
never  joined  in  the  separation. 

Q.  When  he  made  the  report  from  the  representatives,  spoken  of,  did 
not  another  of  the  representatives  state  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  that  the 
iodj  of  the  representatives  had  not  authorized  him  so  to  report,  and 
that  many  of  them  wished  to  continue  their  interrupted  deliberations? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  such  a  report  being  made  by  any  of  the  repre- 
sentatives ;  though  there  was  one  of  them  who  denied  that  John  Cox 
was  authorized  to  make  the  report  he  did.  Several  other  representa- 
tives expressed  that  he  was  so  authorized,  and  on  his  appealing  to  them 
to  know  whether  he  had  not  reported  what  was  given  in  charge  to  him, 
some  of  those  who  have  since  seceded  expressed  that  he  had,  and  the 
objection  was  dropped. 

Q.  Did  not  the  meeting  of  the  afternoon  gather  upon  them,  and  inter- 
rupt their  deliberations? 

A.  I  believe  that  was  not  the  fact. 

Q.  Would  it  not  be  a  greater  departure  from  the  established  usages 
and  principles  of  the  society,  to  carry  a  measure  against  the  sense  of  a 
majority,  than  to  decide  it  by  the  majority? 

A.  Such  a  case,  I  do  not  apprehend,  has  occurred  in  the  Society  of 
Friends;  and  as  it  has  never  admitted,  that  any  of  its  decisions  rest  on 
(he  principle  of  a  majority,  it  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  any  of  its  pro- 
ceedings. 

Q.  On  what  have  its  decisions  rested? 

A.  We  believe  that  the  Spirit  of  our  Redeemer  is  the  alone  director 
in  the  affairs  of  his  church;  and  that  where  individuals  arc  gathered  into 
a  state  of  a  reverent  waiting  upon  him,  he  is  pleased  to  impart  to  such 
a  right  judgment. 

Q.  Do  not  committees  on  cases  of  appeal  decide  by  majorities? 

A.  I  have  never  been  on  such  a  committee,  and  cannot,  therefore, 
speak  positively  as  to  the  mode  of  their  decisions;  but  the  reports  of  such 
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commiltccs  have  usually  been  signed,  when  I  have  heard  them  read,  by 
ihe  larger  number  of  their  members. 

Q.  In  the  case  of  Ezra  Comfort's  appeal  on  a  disownment,  for  an  al- 
leged detraction  of  EUas  Hicks,  was  he  not  reinstated  on  the  report  of  a 
committee,  consisting  of  a  majority  of  one? 

A.  He  was  reinstated  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  on  the  report  of  a 
committee  appointed  to  hear  his  appeal;  but  I  am  unable  to  say  what  the 
majority  was,  or  what  the  number  was  that  signed  it,  as  I  do  not  remera« 
ber;  nor  of  how  many  the  committee  consisted. 

Q.  Has  the  witness  no  common  reputation  on  that  subject? 

A.  It  is  usual  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  appoint  two  persons  out  of 
each  Quarterly  Meeting  to  hear  an  appeal;  further  than  this  I  do  not 
know,  cither  from  my  own  knowledge  or  from  general  reputation;  I 
mean  as  regards  the  majority. 

Q.  If  the  greater  number  had  been  against  his  reinstatement,  would 
not  their  report  have  been  in  that  way? 

A.  The  greater  number  would  probably  have  reported  in  favour  of 
confirming  the  judgment  of  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  of  the  minority  making  a  counter  report? 

A.  I  have  already  answered  that  question,  by  stating  that  the  reports 
on  the  subjects  of  appeal,  as  far  as  I  remember,  have  always  been  signed 
by  the  larger  number  of  the  members. 

Q.  Has  it  not  usually  happened,  that  some  of  the  committee  htie 
not  concurred  in  the  report,  by  signing  it,  and  have  made  no  report 
at  all? 

A.  It  has  frequently  happened  so ;  and  it  has  occasionally  happened 
within  my  recollection,  that  the  report  has  been  signed  by  all  the  com- 
mittee. 

Q.  Was  not  John  Comly  urged  to  act  as  assistant  clerk  of  the  Yetrif 
Meeting,  by  Friends  on  both  sides,  without  a  dissenting  voice? 

A.  He  was  strongly  urged  to  act  by  his  own  party,  but  not  urged  bf 
Friends;  though  some  few  of  them  expressed  their  wish  that  he  shoald 
act.     I  speak  of  Third-day  morning. 

Q.  Did  any  one  oppose  his  acting  before  he  took  his  seat? 

Witness.  Does  the  question  apply  to  Second-day  afternootif  or  Third- 
day  morning? 

Counsel.  To  Second-day  afternoon. 

A.  There  was  no  opposition  to  his  appointment  as  assistant  ckrk. 

Q.  Was  not  every  subject  that  came  up  on  the  reports  fron;  the 
Quarterly  Meetings  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  left  unacted 
upon? 

A.  Those  subjects  were  all  connected  with,  or  had  grown  out  of,  the 
controversy  respecting  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks;  and  as  there  wait 
general  understanding,  that  his  friends  were  about  to  separate  and  form 
a  society  of  their  own,  those  subjects  were  at  their  suggestion)  or  by 
their  consent,  referred  to  the  meetings  from  which  they  had  comet  or 
suspended. 

Q.  Were  the  subjects  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  unacted  npoB) 
at  their  suggestion? 

A-  They  were  acted  upon  so  far  as  that,  in  one  case,  it  was  referred  to 
the  attention  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia;  and  in  the  other 
it  was  decided  that  no  way  opened  to  proceed  at  present:  and  though 
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the  suggestion  was  not  made  by  those  who  have  since  seceded,  yet  they 
accorded  with  it. 

Q.  Had  not  the  matter  that  was  referred  back  to  the  Philadelphia 
Quarter,  been  there  fruitlessly  contested  for  years? 

A.  Friends  had  long  been  labouring  in  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing, in  order  to  bring  it  to  a  termination,  but  in  consequence  of  the  op- 
position of  a  number  of  persons  who  have  since  seceded,  the  Quarterly 
Meeting  was  prevented  from  settling  it. 

Q.  Was  it  not  evident,  that  those  spoken  of  as  seceding,  looked  to 
some  other  mode  of  relief  than  by  any  measure  to  be  recorded  by  the 
acting  clerk? 

A.  I  am  not  aware  that  they  had  any  thing  to  be  relieved  from,  but 
their  own  opposition  to  the  order,  and  discipline,  and  doctrines  of  the 
society. 

Q.  Was  not  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and 
elders,  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  the  Philadelphia  Quarter,  in  respect 
to  the  difficulty  with  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  in  the  city  of  Phi- 
ladelphia, made  a  communication  to  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia,  in  relation  to  the  subject  of  difficulty  there;  but  that  sub- 
ject was  a  matter  of  appeal  from  an  individual,  who  apprehended  that 
his  religious  rights  had  been  invaded,  and  a  stigma  fixed  upon  his  repu- 
tation, by  one  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  constituting  the  general  Quar- 
terly Meeting  of  Philadelphia. 

Q*  Was  not  that  appeal  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  released 
from  the  station  of  an  elder  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  that  appointed 
him? 

A.  It  was  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  displaced  from  his  sta- 
tion as  an  elder,  after  having  many  years  acceptably  served  the  society 
in  that  office,  because  he  could  not  unite  with  the  doctrines  of  Elias 
Hicks;  and  by  a  minute  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  which,  without  assign- 
ing any  cause,  stated  that  he  was  in  a  degree  of  disunity  with  his  Month- 
ly Meeting. 

Q.  When  the  matter  was  referred  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  was  not 
half  of  the  committee  to  take  charge  of  the  matter,  appointed  from  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  because  of  their  being  a 
party  to  it? 

A.  The  authority  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  to  give  its  judg- 
ment and  decision  in  the  case,  was  at  no  time  questioned;  but  as  a  num- 
ber of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  from  whose  decision  the 
appeal  was  made,  strenuously  contended  against  the  appointment  of  any 
committee  to  hear  the  appeal,  and  made  many  unfounded  accttsations 
against  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  of  Philadelphia; 
Friends  at  length  yielded,  to  submit  the  matter  to  the  decision  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting;  and  a  committee,  half  of  which  was  appointed  from 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  from  which  the  appeal  came,  and  the  other  half, 
I  belieret  from  the  members  of  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting,  was  named, 
to  state  the  case  to  the  committee  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  if  luch  should 
be  appointed. 

Q.  Did  not  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  bring  the 
matter  before  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting,  by  some  memorial  or  wri- 
ting addressed  to  it? 
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A.  A  minute  from  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  was 
presented  to  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  in  relation  to  the  subject. 

Q.  Was  Samuel  Settle  a  member  of  the  Pliiladelphia  select  Quarterly 
Meeting  in  \B27,  and  previously? 

A.  He  was,  for  some  time  previously,  but  I  cannot  tell  precisely  how 
long — it  was  several  years. 

Q.  Is  there  any  provision  in  the  discipline  of  the  society  for  an  ap- 
peal for  the  office  of  elder? 

A.  According  to  the  constitution  and  discipline  of  our  religious  so- 
ciety, any  individual,  whether  in  the  station  of  elder  or  not,  who  appre- 
hends himself  aggrieved  by  the  proceedings  of  a  Monthly  Meeting 
against  him,  has  the  right  of  appeal — there  is  no  express  provision  for 
the  office  of  elder,  or  any  other  office  in  the  society,  neither  have  I  ever 
known  such  an  appeal  to  be  made. 

Q.  Was  the  epistle  to  which  the  attention  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  wu 
drawn  at  its  last  sitting,  the  same  that  was  issued  from  the  Green 
street  conference  meeting,  and  which  has  been  made  an  exhibit  in  this 
cause? 

A.  It  was  the  same,  I  presume,  excepting  such  alterations  as  maf 
have  been  made  in  it,  either  in  the  conference  meeting,  on  Sixth-dajr 
evening,  or  on  the  following  day. 

Q.  It  may  not  then  have  been  finally  concluded  upon  until  after  the 
laat  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  tell  what  may  or  may  not  have  happened; 
but  we  have  the  positive  assertion  of  that  meeting,  printed  in  connesioi 
with  their  epistle,  that  it  was  adopted  on  Sixth-day  evening,  previou 
to  the  last  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Was  it  not  requested  by  some  on  your  side,  that  those  who  were 
not  united  in  the  measure,  should  not  nominate  persons  to  serve  on  the 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee? 

A.  There  was  no  such  request  made  by  any  Friend,  so  far  as  I  re- 
member; but  a  minister,  who  has  since  seceded,  desired  his  party  not 
to  interfere  in  the  nomination,  and  some  of  his  friends  expressed  a  simi- 
lar sentiment. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock,  A.  M. 

Wednesday  morning,  October  20th,  1830,  at  10  o'clock.  CrosKX' 
amination  of  the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

The  witness,  on  referring  to  his  answer  to  the  question  yesterday  ^' 
temoon,  ^  whether  any  one  opposed  John  Comly's  acting  as  asuitut 
clerk  before  he  took  his  seat?"  explains,  and  further  qualifies  his  iiU 
answer,  by  saying,  that  on  the  occasion  alluded  to.  Friends  unitedlf 
approbated  the  proposition  of  William  Jackson,  for  the  continuance  w 
both  the  clerks;  but  that  the  others,  that  is,  those  who  have  seceded,  op* 
posed  it,  and  of  course  objected  as  much  to  John  Comly  as  to  Samvc^ 
Settle. 

Question  by  counsel.  The  witness  has  said,  that  during  the  couraeo' 
the  morning  of  the  last  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  several  person* 
who  have  since  been  conspicuous  in  the  new  society,  expressed,  thn^ 
they  did  not  expect  ever  to  attend  a  Yearly  Meeting  in  that  house  agtii»* 
Can  it  be  said  that  such  persons  united  in  an  adjournment  to  meet  agu-^ 
at  the  usual  time  and  place  the  next  year? 

Answer.  They  certainly  did,  by  making  no  objection  to  the  minu^^ 
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ncluding  the  Yearly  Meeting,  to  convene  ag;aiii  at  the  usual  lime  next 
■T)  tacitly  unite  in  the  conclusion,  that  the  Vearljr  Meeting  of  Frienda 
Pfailadelphia,  should  convene  again  at  its  stated  time  in  I8'2S. 
Q.  Could  they  have  in  fact  united  with  it  in  sentiment,  %vhen  they  did 
t  expect  to  meet  at  the  usual  time  and  place  next  year? 
A.  Ves,  they  could.  An  individual,  present  at  that  Yearly  Meeting, 
d  a  member  of  it,  who  contemplated  joining  any  other  religious  asao- 
ition  between  that  time  and  the  period  at  which  the  Yearly  Meeting 
ki  next  to  convene,  might  fully  accord  and  unite  with  its  adjournment 
that  period,  though  his  contemplated  secession  from  the  society  might 
event  him  from  ever  attending  it. 

Q.  Did  \hey  contemplate  joining  another  religious  association,  or  to 
atinue  the  same? 

A.  From  what  passed  at  that  period,  as  well  as  from  wfaat  haa  oc- 
rred  aince,  it  is  evident  that  they  contemplated  setting  up  a  new  asso- 
Uton  of  their  own. 

Q.  'Do  they  not  consider  their  various  meetings  as  a  continuation  of 
e  former  meetings  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  Whatever  they  may  now  consider  them,  it  was  evident  ihcy  did 
t  M>  cottsidcr  them  at  that  time:  and  as  most  of  them  have  been  dis- 
med  from  the  Society  of  Friends  for  their  separation  from  it,  they 
nnot  be  that  society. 

Q.  If  you  consider  that  they  are  not  of  that  society,  what  irregulariljr 
ts  there  in  their  setting  up  meetings  within  the  limits  of  yours,  or 
tmbers  within  the  limits  of  yours  connecting  themselves  with  other 
iCllNga  of  their  side? 

A.  As  they  had  not  the  magnanimity  to  come  forward  and  candidly 
lign'their  rights  of  membership  in  the  society,  whose  organization  they 
•re endeavouring  to  break  up,  and  whose  discipline  they  were  violating, 
tf  were  certainly  amenable  to  the  meetings  where  they  properly  be- 
igcdt  and  hence  it  was  contrary  both  to  the  discipline,  and  to  the 
tges  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  for  them  to  attempt  to  set  up  separate 
Ectings  under  its  name,  or  to  transfer  their  rights  to  any  other  meetings 
an  those  to  which  they  properly  belonged. 

Q.  They  believe  themselves  to  be  Friends  in  principle,  and  that  it  was 
etr  opposers  that  were  the  first  violators  of  the  discipline;  would  it  not 
i  ntheT  a  stretch  of  magnanimity  to  consider  themselves  bound  to  re- 
gn  (he  name  of  the  society  to  you? 

A.  Whatever  they  may  believe  themselves  to  be,  the  great  body  of 
leSociety  of  Friends,  which  is  the  only  competent  authority  as  respects 
s  own  communion,  to  decide  what  are  its  doctrines,  and  who  are  its 
embers,  have  determined  that  they  are  not  the  Society  of  Friends,  and 
lat  they  do  not  hold  its  doctrines:  and  as  they  themselves  declare  that 
dissent  from  those  doctrines  which  the  Society  of  Friends  has  ilcclai'ed 
'  be  its  tenets  is  the  ground  of  their  secession,  candour,  and  a  due  re- 
ard  to  justice,  certainly  did  require  that  they  should  not  assume  its  name. 
9<  Has  any  body  of  that  society  declared  that  they  seceded  on  the 
'ound  of  a  dissent  from  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 
A.  Their  meeting  in  Fourth-month,  1827,  declare  that  "the  doctrines 
'Id  by  one  part  of  the  society,  and  which  they  [the  separatists]  believe 
be  sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by  the  otJter  part  to  be  unsound 
d  flpurious;"  and  they  allege  this  as  the  original  cause  of  their  with- 
"wing  from  our  communion.     Every  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  religious 
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contrary  co  common  usage,  assumed  ihe  name  of  the  "  Yeaily  Mw 

of  Frientls,  of  PhilaJciphia;"  that  it  adjourned  to  meet  on  ihc  sccw 
Second-day  in  Fourth-month  following,  which  is  one  week  earlier  thu 
the  stated  time  for  holding  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  of  PhiladW- 
phia,  and  to  which  lime  it  then  stood  adjourned,  by  their  own  cons^t 
The  new  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which  I  have  spoken,  assembled  in  Tenth- 
month  at  the  Green  street  meeting  house,  since  which  time,  their  men'i 
meeting  has  been  held  at  Green  street,  and  the  women's  meeting  at 
Cherry  street  meeting  house. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  rooming  at  ten  o'clock. 

Tuesday  morning,  October  19,  18M,  at  ten  o'clock.  Examination  of 
the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Witness.  In  refcrcnce  to  the  new  Yearly  Meeting,  of  which  I  spoke 
tast  evening,  as  having  met  in  Tenth-month,  to  be  more  explicit,  I  shovld 
have  said,  tliat  at  that  time  the  women's  meeting  was  held  in  Green  street 
meeting  house,  aiid  the  men's  meeting  assembled  in  a  temporary  build- 
ing erected  for  the  purpose,  in  the  vicinity. 

Question.  Did  Ihe  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  held  in  Philadelphii, 
meet  again  in  1838,  at  the  time  to  which  it  stood  regularly  adjoumcdia 
1637? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  did  meet  on  the  third  Second-day  in  Fourth-tnoDth 
of  that  year,  which  was  the  stated  time  of  its  convening.  It  alsoBietlt 
the  usual  place.  It  transacted  all  the  business  which  is  commonly  doHIt 
a  Yearly  Meeting — received  and  answered  epistles  from  all  Ihe  fcil^ 
Meetings  of  Friends  with  which  it  corresponds,  and  was  constitolsd^ 
alt  respects,  as  it  had  previously  been,  with  this  exception,  thai  W 
southern  Quarterly  Meeting  was  not  represented  in  it,  this  ineetinB 
having  gone  off  in  the  separation,  and  attached  itself  to  the  new  socleiy- 
The  several  standing  committees  made  written  reports  to  it  as  aiiu, 
and  it  adjourned  to  meet  again  at  the  usual  time,  in  1829~^sincc  whicli 
it  has  been  regularly  held  at  the  usual  time  and  place;  and  ha»conuited| 
the  men's  meeting,  of  from  seven  hundred  to  one  thousand  pcrioiil)l>A 
the  women's  meeting,  of  from  twelve  to  fifteen  hundred. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  instances  in  which  those  who  have  act  up  th* 
new  meeting,  have  violated  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  Society!^ 
Friends? 

A.  Immediately  after  their  secession  from  the  Society  of  Frieadsif 
Fourth-month,  laaT,  they  commenced  a  course  of  proceedings,  ibe^i" 
rect  tendency  of  which  was  to  break  up  the  established  institutions  awl 
order  of  the  society,  aud  to  prostrate  its  discipline.     The  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Green  street,  where  they  had  the  control,  attempted  to  separ*^* 
itself  from  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  of  which  it  was  a  «**•" 
stituetit  part,  and  to  which  it  was  subordinate  and  accountable,  and  sp* 
plied  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington,  to  be  received  as  one  of  i^'L 
component  Monthly  Meetings.     The  seceders  having  the  control   ** 
Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  determined  to  receive  it  as  such,  althoti^ 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  remonstrated,  by  its  commitlC** 
against  so  unauthorized  and  disorderly  a  measure.     The  clerk  of  AbiO^' 
ton  Quarterly  Meeting  declined  making  a  minute,  in  a  case  so  contr**^ 
to  the  discipline,  and  one  of  the  leading  seceders  in  that  meeting  W^^ 
called  to  the  table  to  make  it.   In  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Radnor,  whKS"" 
is  also  a  constituent  part  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  Bubc^*" 
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Q.  In  the  opinion  which  you  have  given  as  to  the  general  result,  where 
have  you  placed  those  minors? 

A.  With  their  parents. 

Q.  Where  have  you  placed  those  adults  who  attend  the  meetings  of 
what  you  call  the  separatists,  and  who  have  not  yet  been  disowned  by  you? 

A.  I  place  them  with  the  new  society,  to  which  they  have  joined  them- 
selves. 

Q.  In  tajcing  the  census,  is  it  done  so? 

A.  It  is,  in  every  instance  with  which  I  am  acquainted. 

Q.  How  extensive  is  that  acquaintance? 

A.  I  believe  it  includes  every  meeting  where  the  census  has  been 
taken:  I  do  not  know  of  any  exception. 

Q.  Did  your  Yearly  Meeting  of  1828,  answer  the  Baltimore  epistle-^ 
the  epistle  from  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe,  upon  reflection,  that  it  did  not. 

Q.  What  was  the  reason  it  did  not? 

A.  If  it  was  not  done«  it  was  because  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting,  which 
was  under  the  control  of  those  who  have  since  seceded,  had  so  nir  iden- 
tified itself  with  the  new  society,  which  convenes  at  the  Green  and 
Cherry  street  meeting  houses,  as  to  receive  and  answer  an  epistle  froni 
it|  thereby  declaring  church  fellowship  with  them. 

Q.  Previously  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  had  it  not  been  stated 
in  some  of  the  city  meetings,  by  one  or  more  members  on  your  side,  that 
a  separation  must  take  place? 

A.  In  one  of  the  Quarterly  Meetings  in  Philadelphia,  the  subject  of 
the  dissent  of  the  separatists  from  the  doctrines  of  our  religious  society 
being  under  discussion,  an  expression  nearly  similar  to  that  alluded  to 
by  the  counsel  was  used. 

Q.  Please  to  state  what  it  was? 

A.  Alluding  to  their  denial  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ,  a  Friend  said, 
that  *^  such  denial,  if  persisted  in,  must  produce  a  separation  from  the 
society." 

Q.  Had  there  been  any  such  denial  in  the  meeting,  or  any  confession 
by  those  charged,  that  they  had  made  such  denial  elsewhere? 

A.  There  was  no  such  denial  or  confession  in  the  meeting,  but  indi- 
viduals of  that  party  who  were  there,  were  known  to  have  made  asser- 
tions which  amounted  to  such  denial. 

Q.  Were  not  all  the  clerks  of  the  city  meetings  for  discipline  of  your 
sidCf  and  thos^  meetings  under  what  you  call  the  control  of  your  party? 

A.  The  clerks  of  four  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  have  not  joined  in  the 
separation;  but  as  regards  the  meetings  being  under  the  control  of  our 
party,  it  is  an  expression  which  I  have  never  used. 

QI  In  respect  to  Abington,  Bucks,  and  the  southern  Quarters,  have 
you  not  given  it  as  a  reason  for  the  increase  of  the  representatives,  that 
the  clerks  were  favourable  to  the  views  of  the  separatists;  and  spoken  of 
those  meetings,  as  well  as  of  the  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting,  as  being  un- 
der the  control  of  that  party? 

A.  I  believe  I  did  not  use  the  expression  as  it  is  there,  for  the  Balti- 
more Yearly  Meeting;  for  the  others  I  did,  inasmuch  as  they  were  un- 
doubtedly a  party  formed  for  carrying  into  effect  certain  views  and  plans 
opposed  to  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  By  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  you  of  course  mean  llir  .^^nclcly 
to  which  you  belong? 

Vol.  L— 36 
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A.  There  is  but  one  **  religious  Society  of  Friends/'  and  of  that  I  an 
a  member.  ^  •  ^ 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  was  origi 
nally  set  up? 

A.  A  number  of  Friends  held  what  they  called  a  genertU  meetings  i 
the  city  of  Burlington,  and  apprehending  that  benefit  would  arise  fro 
the  establishment  of  a  Yearly  Meeting  for  Pennsylvania  and  New  ~ 
and  the  adjacent  settlements  of  Friends,  they  wrote  to  the  Yearly  Met 
ing  of  New  England,  and  to  the  meeting  in  the  state  of  Maryland,  fo^ 
their  approbation  and  consent;  on  receiving  which,  the  Yearly  Meetni  ^ 
was  established,  and  opened  a  correspondence  with  the  Yearly  Meetin  ^ 
in  London,  and  those  in  America. 

Q.  Well,  did  they  set  it  up  themselves? 

A.  If  they  had  set  it  up  themselves,  there  would  haTebeen  no  occ^, 
sion  of  asking  the  approbation  and  consent  of  other  meetings. 

Q.  Was  it  set  up  by  other  meetings? 

A.  It  was  set  up  with  the  approbation  and  consent  of  the  other  meer- 
ing». 

Q.  Set  up  by  whom? 

A«  Set  up  by  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  mean  by  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  thoie 
,  who  were  to  compose  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  mean  all  those  who  gave  their  approbation  and  consent  to  the 
establishment  of  the  said  Yearly  Meeting;  and  recognised  it  as  a  part  of 
their  religious  community,  by  epistolary  intercourse  with  it. 

Q.  Did  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  New  England  and  Maryland  appdst 
committees  to  superintend  its  being  set  up,  or  do  any  thing  more  this 
open  a  friendly  correspondence  with  it? 

A..  Friends  from  within  the  limits  of  both  those  Yearly  Meetings,  at- 
tended the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  produced  an  epistle  from  Marylad, 
expressive  of  their  approbation  of  setting  up  such  a  meeting. 

Q.  Did  they  come  as  an  authorized  committee,  to  set  it  up  accordiig 
to  the  manner  testified  of  in  respect  to  setting  up  the  Ohio  Yearly  Bfeet- 
ing  from  that  of  Baltimore? 

A.  They  came  as  a  committee,  or  as  individuals  authorized  by  the 
meetings  which  appointed  them;  but  whether  the  practice  of  the  sodety, 
as  regards  the  institution  of  Yearly  Meetings,  was  precisely  similar  to 
its  established  usage  since,!  am  unable  to  say,  inasmuch  as  the  increiie 
of  the  society,  and  various  collateral  circumstances,  might  concur  to 
]>roducc  such  changes  as  should  most  contribute  to  the  benefit  of  the 
whole. 

Q.  Did  not  those  persons  attend  after  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  setap! 

A.  They  may  have  attended  many  times  after  the  Yearly  Meeting  wis 
set  up;  but  the  attendance  to  which  I  alluded  was  at  the  time  the  Yearly 
Meeting  was  organized. 

Q.  The  Yearly  Meeting  then  was  agreed  to  be  set  up,  and  the  Friends 
had  actually  convened,  before  any  visiters  or  epistle  were  received  from 
the  neighbouring  Yearly  Meetings? 

A.  I  have  already  stated  that  a  general  meeting  was  held,  in  which 

it  was  believed  that  it  would  be  expedient  that  a  Yearly  Meeting  should 

be  established  for  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  and  the  adjacent  settle- 

'ments  of  Friends,  provided  it  met  the  approbation  of  the  society;  and 

that  means  were  taken  to  ascertain  whether  that  approbation  woulfl  be 
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given.  They  must  of  course  meet  again  as  a  general  meetings  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  result  of  those  measures,  and  that  approbation  being 
obtained,  the  meeting  was  their,  and  not  till  then,  established  as  a  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends 

Q.  Does  the  witness  know  whether  there  was  any  such  proviso  as  that 
referred  to  by  him,  expressed  by  minute  or  otherwise,  of  the  first  gene- 
ral meeting? 

A.  The  very  circumstances  of  the  case  clearly  point  it  out,  else  why 
would  they  ask  the  approbation  of  any  body  but  themselves? 

Q.  Has  the  witness  had  access  to  the  minutes  of  the  Yearly  Meeting 
of  its  earliest  date,  and  since? 

A.  I  havei  but  have  not  read  them  for  some  time,  and  state  what  I  do 
from  recollection. 

Q.  In  whose  possession  arc  they? 

A.  In  possession  of  the  person  appointed  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  to 
take  charge  of  its  records. 

Q.  Who  is  that  person? 

A.  He  is  my  father,  Jonathan  Evans. 

Q.  Did  the  framers  of  the  discipline  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meet- 
ing seem  to  consider  that  Triends  all  over  the  world  were  a  unit,  in 
respect  to  discipline  or  property,  where  in  the  part  quoted  by  you,  it  is 
said,  ^^ meetings  of  discipline  are  established  for  the  more  regular  and 
cBectual support  of  this  order  of  the  society,"  and  of  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing which  comprises  the  whole? 

A.  I  am  really  unable  to  sec  the  application  of  the  extract  made  by 
the  counsel  to  the  subject  which  he  refers  to;  if  he  means  the  words 
**  the  Yearly  Meeting  which  comprises  the  whole,"  means,  compriaes  the 
whole  sodeti/j  he  must  cither  quote  from  a  different  book  of  discipline 
than  that  used  by  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  or  he  must  have  over- 
looked the  note  which  is  appended  to  those  very  words  which  says,  **  in 
the  society  there  are  seven  such  Yearly  Meetings,  to  wit:  one  in  Great 
Britain,  ind  six  on  the  American  continent,"  which  was  the  number  in 
existence  at  the  time  the  book  of  discipline  was  printed. 

CounscL  I  used  the  witness's  own  quotation,  which  had  no  note  ap- 
pended  to  it,  as  quoted:  and  what  I  mean,  is,  whenever  the  book  of  dis- 
cipline vhich  he  quotes  from,  uses  the  words  "  the  society,"  whether 
it  does  not  mean  within  the  limits  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  that  framed 
and  established  that  discipline? 

Witness.  No  it  docs  not — it  alludes  to  the  views  of  the  society  at 
large  on  the  subject  of  church  government,  and  the  quotation  made  by 
the  counsel  is  not  in  the  same  words,  as  that  made  by  me;  the  first  mem« 
ber  of  it  being  changed,  and  a  line  near  the  beginning  und  a  line  at  the 
end  joine:!  together,  leaving  out  all  the  intermediate  part,  so  that  it  would 
aeem  thai  the  last  line  referred  to  '*  the  society,"  instead  of  the  subor- 
dinate meetings,  to  which  it  immediately  refers,  and  with  which  it  is 
connected. 

The  counsel  says  he  did  not  mean  to  quote,  but  to  make  a  reference 
to  the  witness's  own  quotation. 

Q.  When  the  discipline,  from  which  the  witness  quotes,  says  under 
the  head  of  **  meeting  houses,"  "  it  is  recommended  to  Quarterly  and 
Monthly  Meetings  to  make  timely  and  careful  inspection  into  the  sitaa* 
tion  of  the  titles  of  meeting  houses,  burial  grounds,  and  other  eitatt* 
which  have  been  vested  in  trustees,  and  by  them  held  for  the  Bie  .aiMl 
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benefit  of  the  society  at  largCi  or  of  any  of  these  meetings;"  has  it  eyer 
been  the  practice,  or  understanding  of  the  society,  evinced  by  its  prac- 
tice, that  the  property  was  held  for  any  other  use  than  that  of  this  TtaHy 
Muting^  at  large? 

A.  Undoubtedly  it  has:  for  although  each  particular  property  is  held 
for  the  benefit,  in  the  first  place,  of  the  meeting  where  it  is  situated,  yet 
if  the  society  there  should  become  extinct,  as  it  is  held  for  the  use  of  the 
religious  Society  of  Friends,  it  must  go  to  that  society,  wherever  situ ated| 
and  as  an  illustration,  I  can  state  from  general  repute,  that  the  Society 
of  Friends,  in  the  island  of  Barbadoes,  being  reduced  to  one  man,  he  sold 
the  property,  and  accounted  for  the  proceeds  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
London,  under  whose  care  that  portion  of  the  society  had  formerly  been. 

Q.  Did  he,  or  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London,  convey  away  the  title 
to  that  property? 

A.  The  title  to  the  property  could  only  be  conveyed  away  by  the 
trustees  in  whom  it  was  vested,  or  by  some  other  legally  authorized 

persoTi9- 

Q.  Was  he  the  trustee,  or  other  legally  authorized  person? 

A.  I  am  unable  to  state  who  was  the  trustee,  or  who  the  legally  an- 
thorized  person;  whether  it  was  he,  or  any  other  person,  does  not  ctogt 
the  fact  of  the  property  being  considered  as  belonging  to  the  rdigioBS 
Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  Did  he  not,  when  the  meeting  was  reduced  to  two,  disown  liii 
brother  member;  sell  the  property;  pocket  the  proceeds,  and  for  ■  loig 
time  hold  them,  as  claiming  a  right  to  them? 

A.  There  is  a  general  reputation  that  he  did  for  some  causedediiei 
that  the  other  person  who  claimed  to  be  a  member,  was  not  sich;  md 
if  he  retained  the  proceeds  in  his  pocket  for  a  long  time,  it  is  a  stroig 
evidence  of  the  fact,  that  the  property  belonged  to  the  society,  mnmch 
as  he  did  eventually  pay  it  into  their  hands. 

Q.  Was  he  not  visited  by  concerned  Friends  when  he  cam  to  this 
country,  and  required  to  pay  it  over,  as  a  means  of  retsdning  Us  mem- 
bershipP 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  or  general  reputation  of  any  such  Itct:  but 
if  it  be  the  case,  it  is  a  still  stronger  evidence  than  even  the  fomer,tliit 
it  was  the  general  and  received  opinion  in  the  religious  society  of  Frimii 
that  property  so  circumstanced,  did  belong  to  the  society;  and  thlttpe^ 
son  refusing  to  act  in  conformity  with  that  understanding,  wouk  be dii* 
owned  for  it. 

Q.  What  was  done  with  the  rents  or  proceeds  of  the  extinci  Lincti- 
ter  meeting? 

A.  They  were  appropriated,  by  the  consent  of  the  Meeting  for  Suf- 
ferings, which  is  the  representative  body  of  Philadelphia  YearlyMeetin^i 
towards  defraying  the  expense  for  erecting  meeting  houses  at  Columbii 
and  East  Cain. 

Q.  Were  those  the  next  contiguous  places  of  Friends*  settlenents? 

A.  I  believe  not;  though  they  were  in  the  vicinity,  that  is,  within  a 
few  miles  of  Lancaster. 

Q.  When  you  speak  of  the  property  of  a  meeting  which  had  become 
extinct  going  to  some  other  meeting  of  the  society,  do  you  soeak  of 
what  Friends  have  agreed  to  in  the  case,  or  of  what  is  provided  for  by 
discipline,  or  been  decided  by  the  law  of  the  land? 

A.  I  speak  of  the  facts  as  they  have  occurred. 

i 
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Q*  Has  the  rig^ht  of  escheat  ever  been  contested  between  the  civil 
government  and  the  Society  of  Friends  in  such  case? 

A.  I  presume  notj  inasmuch  as  I  know  of  no  state  where  the  Society 
of  Friends  formerly  existed  and  held  property!  and  afterwards  became 
entirely  extinct. 

Q.  Is  it  not  always  the  case,  that  each  PreparativCy  Monthly,  Quar- 
terly^  and  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  society,  has  had  its  own  separate  pro- 
perty held  by  its  own  trustees? 

A.  I  believe  in  most  of  those  meetings  there  has  been  property  held 
by  tmstees,  for  the  use  of  the  respective  meetings  of  the  religious  So- 
ciety of  Friends. 

Q.  Has  it  not  been  the  tfsage  for  each  meeting,  for  which  property 
is  held,  to  appoint  its  own  trustees,  direct  the  use  or  application  of  the 
property,  and  sale  of  it,  when  occasion  required? 

A.  It  has  not  always  been  done  by  each  meeting;  the  property  belong- 
ing to*  or  held  for  the  use  of,  some  Preparative  Meetings,  has  been  held 
by  trustees,  appointed  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  which  such  Prepara- 
tive belonged. 

Q.  In  such  case,  did  the  Monthly  and  Preparative  Meetings  occupy  or 
use  the  same  property? 

A.  In  one  case  at  least,  if  not  more,  they  did  not. 

Q*  What  case  was  that? 

A.  Chester  Monthly  Meeting,  Pennsylvania,  appointed  the  trustees 
irho  hold  the  meeting  house  at  Chester. 

Q.  Where  property  is  held  in  trust  for  the  use  of  a  Monthly  Meeting, 
lias  it  not  been  usual  for  such  Monthly  Meeting  to  direct  exclusively  as 
to  the  use  and  disposition  of  thie  property? 

A.  So  long  as  that  Monthly  Meeting  existed,  it  has  usually  been  the 
cmsei  bat  not  without  some  exceptions. 

Q.  Hu  a  Yearly  or  Quarterly  Meeting  ever  disposed  of  the  property 
^  the  subordinate  Quarterly  or  Monthly  Meeting,  without  the  consent 
€>f  the  latter?  ^ 

A.  It  has  directed  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  make  a  disposition  of  its 
property,  different  from  what  it  had  done;  and  because  it  did  not  comply 
^th  that  direction,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  which  it  was  subordinate, 
laid  it  down. 

Q.  What  disposition  of  its  property  had  that  Monthly  Meeting  made, 
that  caused  it  to  be  laid  down? 

A.  It  had  applied  to  the  legislature,  and  procured  an  act  vesting  the 
property  in  trustees  for  its  use,  and  subject  to  its  exclusive  direction. 
The  Yearly  Meeting  directed  it  to  apply  to  the  legislature  for  an  act, 
placing  the  property  on  the  same  footing  on  which  it  stood  before  the 
first  act  was  passed:  it  did  so  apply,  but  under  such  circumstances  lis 
that  the  legislature  did  not  grant  the  law;  and  the  Quarterly  Meeting, 
apprehending  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  had  not  complied  with  the  spirit 
of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  direction,  dissolved  the  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
laid  it  down. 

Q.  Did  not  the  act  first  procured,  go  to  exclude  the  neighbouring 
Monthly  Meeting  from  the  right  of  burial,  contrary  to  the  trusts  that 
attached  to  the  property? 

A.  I  do  not  understand  that  it  went  to  exclude  them  entirely  from  the 
right  of  burial,  but  to  place  the  property  under  the  exclusive  control  of 
the  Monthly  Meeting  first  spoken  of.    This  Monthly  Meeting,  however, 
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contended  that  the  law  was  in  conformity  with  the  original  truit:  the 
Yearly  and  Quarterly  Meeting  thought  otherwise,  and  as  the  Monthlf 
Meeting  maintained  its  own  opinion,  they  laid  it  down. 

Q.  Had  not  the  Quarterly  Meeting  required  an  account  from  that 
Monthly  Meeting  before  it  proceeded  to  lay  it  down? 

Witness.  An  account  of  what? 

Counsel.  Of  the  acts  complained  of,  and  for  which  it  was  laid  dofBi 
according  to  the  express  provision  of  the  discipline. 

A.  I  am  unable  to  state  whether  there  was  such  a  requisition  made 
or  not:  there  was  a  committee  appointed  in  the  Quarterly  Meetings  to 
attend  the  Monthly  Meeting;  but  I  believe  it  was  to  labour  with  itp  to 
induce  it  to  comply  with  the  direction  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  the  Quarterly  Meeting  undertake  to  lay  down  the  Monthlj 
Meeting  of  itself,  before  the  matter  of  difiiculty  was  referred  by  it  br 
the  decision  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Soon  after  the  difficulty  arose,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  referred  the 
subject  to  the  Yearly  Meeting:  and  the  Yearly  Meeting,  after  giyingiti 
judgment  in  the  case,  advised  that  if  the  Monthly  Meeting  did  not  com*' 
ply  therewith,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  should  exercise  its  authority  in 
laying  it  down. 

Q.  It  was  laid  down  then,  in  pursuance  of  the  decision  of  the  Teiriy 
Meeting,  to  which  the  matter  had  been  referred  by  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing, of  which  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  a  constituent  part? 

A.  It  was  laid  down  by  the  advice  of  the  Yearly  Meetingt  commnni* 
cated  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  to  exercise  the  authority  which  it  poi- 
sessed  over  its  subordinate  meetings;  and  in  all  the  proceedings  I  hafe 
never  heard  that  the  authority  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  lay  dom  s 
refractory  Monthly  Meeting  was  questioned. 

Q.  Did  not  that  Monthly  Meeting  consent  .to  its  own  discontinnaicei 
by  its  own  recorded  minute? 

A.  A  large  number  of  the  members  of  that  meeting,  rather  thsnloie 
their  right  in  the  Society  of  Frknds,  did  submit  to  the  authority  of  the 
Quarterly  Meeting,  and  thereb]n*ecognised  their  meeting  as  subqrdinite 
to  it:  but  others,  who  refused  to  submit  to  the  advice  of  the  Quarterly 
Meeting,  were  disowned  therefor. 

Q.  Did  the  meeting  agree  to  its  discontinuance  as  a  Monthly  McetinB 
by  minute? 

A.  I  presume  they  did;  inasmuch  as  if  they  had  not,  they  musthi^^ 
shared  the  fate  of  those  who  persisted  in  their  obstinacy. 

Q.  Did  the  Preparative  Meeting  which  occupied  the  same  proper*^ 
which  the  Monthly  Meeting  had  done,  continue  to  enjoy  it,  or  did  it 
over  to  the  other  Monthly  Meeting. 

A.  The  Preparative  Meeting  continued 
done.    I  am  not  acquainted  with  any 

Meeting  being  still  continued  after  the  laying  down  of  the  Monthly 
ing,  as  a  meeting  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends.  ^ 

Q.  The  case  of  which  we  have  been  speaking  I  suppose  to  be  that  ^ 
the  Baltimore  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  eastern  district. 

A.  It  is  that  to  which  I  allude. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  know  of  any  case  of  a  Monthly  Meeting's  beiaf 
laid  down  by  a  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  its  members  being  attached  to 
another  Monthly  Meeting,  in  which  the  property  has  gone  over  to  the 
latter,  without  the  members  have  carried  the  right,  by  going  also?' 


Linucd  to  meet  there,  as  it  had  befo^*^ 

transfer  in  the  case,  the  PrepariU^^  ^ 

he  laviner  down  of  the  Monthly  Mee*' 
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A.  I  have  already  stated  in  my  examination  in  chief,  that  owing  to 
the  harmony  which  had  been  preserved  in  our  religioas  society,  and  the 
readiness  with  which  Monthly  Meetings  had  submitted  to  their  superior 
meetings,  there  was  no  other  instance  in  the  history  of  the  society,  so 
far  as  I  am  acquainted  with  it,  in  which  it  had  been  needful  for  the  Quar- 
terly Meeting  to  exercise  its  authority  in  laying  down  a  Monthly  Meet- 
ing9  previous  to  1827.  If  any  other  such  case  had  occurred,  and  the 
members  had  refused  to  comply  with  the  direction  of  the  Quarterly 
Meeting  in  joining  them  to  another  Monthly  Meeting,  they  would  doubt- 
less have  been  disowned,  as  those  were  in  Baltimore. 

Q.  Has  It  not  always  been  usual  in  the  society,  in  regard  to  every  kind 
of  connexion  of  one  meeting  with  another,  to  act  v/ith  a  mutual  and  har- 
monious consent? 

A*  I  have  already  stated,  that  previous  to  the  dissention  introduced 
by  the  separatists  in  1827,  tht  society  had  generally  been  preserved  in 
harmony  and  unity. 

Q.  la  there  any  higher  body  known  to  the  society  than  a  Yearly  Meet- 
ing? 

A«  The  organization  of  the  Society  of  Friends  recognises  the  Yearly 
Meetings  as  the  highest  meetings  for  discipline  in  the  society. 

Q*  Were  you  the  author  of  a  work,  which  has  been  made  an  exhibit 
in  this  cause,  called  an  Exposition  of  the  Faith  of  the  religious  Society 
of  Friends? 
A.  I  was. 

Qa  Were  the  different  works  of  the  early  writers  of  the  society,  from 
which  extracts  are  therein  made;  esteemed  as  authentic  sources  of  infor- 
mation, as  to  doctrines  of  the  society? 

A.  I  considered  that  as  they  were  written  by  persons  in  membership 
^ith  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  they  were  collateral  evidence  of 
Che  doctrines  which  that  society  held. 

Q.  What  distinction  does  the  witness  make  between  '^  authentic 
^^Mirces,**  and  ^*  collateral  evidences." 

A.  The  distinction  will  depend  very  much  upon  the  meaning  attached 
^o  the  terms;  and  before  I  can  answer  understandingly,  I  must  ask  the 
counsel  to  explain  what  he  means  by  *^  authentic  sources." 

ConnseL  The  witness  will  please  to  answer  according  to  any  meaning 
■«  may  choose  to  attach  to  the  terms. 
Witness.  It  is  impracticable  for  me  to  draw  a  distinction  between  two 
while  I  am  uninformed  what  one  of  those  terms  means:  but  I  am 
X^^rfcctly  willing  to  tell  what  I  mean  by  **  collateral  evidence,"  which 
X^  crhaps  may  answer  the  purpose. 

CounseL  The  witness  will  please  to  answer. 

Witness.  Strictly  speaking,  I  consider  the  Society  of  Friends  as  a 

^^^y,  accountable  for  those  writings  of  its  members  only,  which  it  has 

'^^egnlarly  sanctioned.     But  inasmuch  as  if  an  individual  who  is  a  mem- 

^^crof  the  society,  oranumberof  individuals,  promulgate  doctrines,  and 

^Ve  society  does  not  express  its  disapprobation  thereof,  or  its  disunity 

^ith  the  individuals,  but  on  the  contrary  testifies  its  approbation  and  unity 

^ith  such  individuals,  the  doctrines  of  those  individuals  may  fairly  be 

apposed  to  be  in  consonance  with  those  of  the  society ;  I,  therefore, 

consider  them  as  collateral  evidences  of  the  faith  of  that  society,  in  con- 

JHKUon  with  the  declarations  of  its  faith,  which  the  society  has  issued. 
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A.  A  minute  from  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  was 
presented  to  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  in  relation  to  the  subject. 

Q.  Was  Samuel  Bettle  a  member  of  the  PlTiladelphia  select  Quarterly 
Meeting  in  1827,  and  previously? 

A.  He  was,  for  some  time  previously,  but  I  cannot  tell  precisely  how 
long — ^it  was  several  years. 

Q.  Is  there  any  provision  in  the  discipline  of  the  society  for  an  ap- 
peal for  the  office  of  elder? 

A.  According  to  the  constitution  and  discipline  of  our  religious  so- 
ciety, any  individual,  whether  in  the  station  of  elder  or  not,  who  appre- 
hends himself  aggrieved  by  the  proceedings  of  a  Monthly  Meeting 
against  him,  has  the  right  of  appeal— there  is  no  express  provision  for 
the  office  of  elder,  or  any  other  office  in  the  society,  neither  have  I  efer 
known  such  an  appeal  to  be  made. 

Q.  Was  the  epistle  to  which  the  attention  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  wu 
drawn  at  its  last  sitting,  the  same  that  was  issued  from  the  Green 
street  conference  meeting,  and  which  has  been  made  an  exhibit  in  this 
cause? 

A.  It  was  the  same,  I  presume,  excepting  such  alterations  as  mtj 
have  been  made  in  it,  either  in  the  conference  meeting,  on  Sixth^dtf 
evening,  or  on  the  following  day. 

Q.  It  may  not  then  have  been  finally  concluded  upon  until  after  tbe 
last  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  tell  what  may  or  may  not  have  happened; 
but  we  have  the  positive  assertion  of  that  meeting,  printed  in  connesion 
with  their  epistle,  that  it  was  adopted  on  Sixth-day  evening,  previoii 
to  the  last  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Was  it  not  requested  by  some  on  your  side,  that  those  who  vere 
not  united  in  the  measure,  should  not  nominate  persons  to  serve  on  ibe 
Yearly  Meeting's  committee? 

A.  There  was  no  such  request  made  by  any  Friend,  so  far  as  I  re- 
member $  but  a  minister,  who  has  since  seceded,  desired  his  party  not 
to  interfere  in  the  nomination,  and  some  of  his  friends  expressed  a  simi- 
lar sentiment. 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  ten  o'clock,  A.  M. 

Wednesday  morning,  October  20th,  1830,  at  10  o'clock.  Cross-ex- 
amination of  the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

The  witness,  on  referring  to  his  answer  to  the  question  yesterday  af- 
ternoon, ^'  whether  any  one  opposed  John  Comly's  acting  as  asustiit 
clerk  before  he  took  his  seat?"  explains,  and  further  qualifies  his  saU 
answer,  by  saying,  that  on  the  occasion  alluded  to,  Friends  unitedly 
approbated  the  proposition  of  William  Jackson,  for  the  continuance  w 
both  the  clerks;  but  that  the  others,  that  is,  those  who  have  seceded,  op- 
posed it,  and  of  course  objected  as  much  to  John  Comly  as  to  Samuel 
Bettle. 

Question  by  counsel.  The  witness  has  said,  that  during  the  c^ourse  of 
the  morning  of  the  last  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  several  persons 
who  have  since  been  conspicuous  in  the  new  society,  expressed,  that 
they  did  not  expect  ever  to  attend  a  Yearly  Meeting  in  that  house  again. 
Can  it  be  said  that  such  persons  united  in  an  adjournment  to  meet  again 
at  the  usual  time  and  place  the  next  year? 

Answer.  They  certainly  did,  by  making  no  objection  to  the  minute 
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declared  to  be^  ^^to  take  the. oversight  and  inspection  of  all  writings 
proposed, to  be  printed,  relative  to  our  religious  principles  or  testimo- 
nies; and  to  promote  or  suppress  the  same  at  their  discretion;  also  to 
print  and  distribute  any  writings  already  published  by  the  society,  or 
which  may  be  ofTcrcd  for  inspection  as  aforesaid,  and  approved." 

Q.  Was  the  work  called  ^'  Evans'  Exposition/'  meant  to  be  a  full  ex- 
position of  the  doctrines  of  the  society? 

A.  It  was  meant  to  be  a  full  exposition  of  those  doctrine!^  of  the  so- 
ciety on  which  it  professes  to  treat;  others  may  be  incidentally  touched 
upon* 

Q.  Does  it  profess  to  treat  of  what  is  spoken  of  by  Barclay,  when  he 
says,  *^  the  first  and  chiefest  principle  held  by  them,  [the  Friends,]  is 
that  there  is  somewhat  of  God,  some  light,  some  grace,  some  power, 
some  measure  of  the  spirit,  some  divine,  spiritual,  heavenly,  substantial, 
life,  and  virtue,  in  all  men?'* 

A.  I  must  ask  to  correct  the  quotation,  by  reading  the  language  of 
Barclay  as  it  stands.    After  describing   the  manner  in  which   tRe 
founders  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  were  drawn  into  commu- 
nion,  he  says,  *^  and  so  many  came  to  be  united  and  joined  together  in 
heart  and  spirit,  in  this  one  life  of  righteousness,  who  had  long  been 
wandering  m  the  several  sects,  and  by  the  inward  unity  came  to  be 
gathered  in  one  body,  from  whence   by  degrees   they   came  to  find 
themselves  agreed  in  the  plaiil  and  simple  doctrines  of  Christ,  which 
external  agreement,    as  well  in  doctrines  as  in  the  practices  neces- 
sarily following  thereupon,  became  as  one  external  bond  and  tie  of 
their  outward  and  visible  fellowship,  obvious  to  the  world,  whereby 
they  are  distinguished  even  to  the  observation  of  man,  from  the  several 
sects  professing  the  name  of  Christ,  as  the  true  christians  of  old  were, 
by  th^r  adherence  to  the  Orthodox  principles,  from  other  heretics  that 
laid  claim  likewise  to  be  christians."    After  speaking  of  the  names 
given  to  the  various  sects,  he  proceeds  thus,  '^  the  chief  and  first  princi- 
ple then  held  by  those  christians,  which,  as  I  observed  before,  naturally 
ariseth,  and  was  assented  to  by  them,  from  their  inward  sense  that  tied 
them  together,  is,  that  there  is  somewhat  of  God,  some  light,  some  grace, 
some  power,  some  measure  of  the  spirit,  some  divine,  spiritual,  heaven-  « 
ly,  substantial  life,  and  virtue  in  all  men,  which  is  a  faithful  witness 
against  all  unrighteousness  and  ungodliness  in  the  heart  of  man,  and 
leads,  draws,  moves,  and  inclines  the  mind  of  man  to  righteousness,  and 
seeks  to  leaven  him  as  he  gives  way  thereunto  into  the  nature  of  itself, 
whereby  an  inward,  thorough,  and  real  redemption  may  be  wrought  in 
the  hearts  of  all  men,  of  whatsoever  nation,  country,  or  kindred  they  be; 
notwithstanding  whatsoever  outward  knowledge  or  benefit  they  may  be, 
by  the  providence  of  God,  necessarily  deprived  of;  because,  whatsoever 
they  want  of  that,  yet  such  a  measure  of  this  light,  seed,  life,  and  word, 
is  communicated  to  all,  as  is  sufHcicnt  truly  to  convert  them  from  the 
evil  of  their  ways,  purify  and  cleanse  them,  and  consequently  bring  them 
to  salvation;  and  in  affirming  this,  they  do  not  at  all  exalt  self,  or  nature, 
as  do  the  Socin^ans,  in  that  they  freely  acknowledge,  thaj  man's  nature 
is  defiled  and  corrupted,  and  unable  to  help  him,  or  further  him  one 
step,  in  order  to  salvation;  judging  nothing  more  needful  than  the  full 
and  perfect  denial  and  mortification  of  self,  in  order  thereunto — nor  do 
they  believe  this  seed,  light,  and  grace,  to  be  any  part  of  man's  nature, 
or  any  thing  that  properly  and  essentially  is  of  man,  but  that  it  is  a  free 
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Society  of  Friends,  cither  directly  or  indirectly,  has  declared  those  doc- 
trines which  they  [the  separatists]  *^  believe  to  be  sound  and  edifying/' 
unsound  and  spurious,  and  that  they  arc  not  the  doctrines  of  the  Society 
of  Friends. 

Q.  May  they  not  still  have  believed  that  you  were  mistaken,  and  that 
they  had  the  right  views  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  It  is  possiI)Ie  that  persons  may  be  so  determinately  attached  to  their 
own  views,  as  to  refuse  to  yield  assent  to  the  clearest  testimony;  I  cannot 
believe,  however,  that  they  do  sincerely  think  they  hold  the  same  doc- 
trines which  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  have  held  and  maintaiDed 
from  the  beginning. 

Q.  May  they  not  think  that  you  are  of  that  description  of  persons,  and 
have  the  same  opinion  of  your  sincerity? 

A.  It  is  difficult  for  any  individual  to  tell  what  a  society  of  people  mijr 
think;  but  as  they  profess  to  be  governed  by  the  majority,  it  would  be 
consistent  with  their  own  principles  to  accede  to  the  decision  of  the  great 
body  of  Friends. 

Q.  Has  not  the  decision  of  the  great  body  of  Friends  that  was  repre- 
sented in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  by  the  principle  of  the  majority, 
been  against  you? 

A.  I  do  not  think  it  has:  but  even  if  it  had  been,  it  could  not  dete^ 
mine  what  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends  were,  inasmuch  as  it 
formed  but  a  small  portion  of  that  society,  unless  its  determination  had 
been  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  the  body  at  large. 

Q.  Have  you  ascertained,  or  have  you  formed  your  opinion  as  to  Ibe 
numbers  within  the  limits  of  this  Yearly  Meeting,  from  any  count  or 
census? 

A.  In  part  I  do;  and  from  a  general  acquaintance  also  with  the  society 
within  the  limits  of  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  How  extensively  has  the  census  been  taken? 

A.  I  am  unable  to  tell  the  precise  number  of  meetings,  but  in  two  of 
the  Quarterly  Meetings  1  believe  it  has  been  completed;  and  in  lome 
others  it  is  in  progress. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  give  the  result  so  far  as  it  has  been  ascertained? 

A.  I  am  unable  to  state  the  numbers. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  principles  on  which  that  census  is 
taking? 

A.  It  is  taken  on  the  principle  of  who  are  members  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  who  arc  not. 

Q.  You  would  not  then  count  those  whom  you  have  disowned  for  their 
separation  since  1827? 

A.  Certainly  we  do:  it  includes  all  who  were  members  at  the  time  of 
the  separation. 

Q.  On  which  side  do  you  count  the  children,  the  minor  children«  of 
those  whom  you  have  disowned? 

A.  As  those  children  have  a  right  of  membership  in  the  religious 
Society  of  Friends,  we  do  not  of  course,  place  them  among  the  disowned; 
but  a  separate  account  is  preserved  of  them:  and  in  forming  the  relative 
proportion  of  Friends  and  separatists,  they  are  not  included  on  our  side. 

Q.  Arc  they  included  with  the  separatists? 

A.  In  all  the  accounts  which  I  have  seen,  there  are  two  statements* 
one  including  them  with  the  separatists,  and  one  placing  them  on  the 
side  of  Friends. 
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Q.  In  the  opinion  which  you  have  given  as  to  the  general  result,  where 
have  you  placed  those  minors? 

A*  With  their  parents. 

Q*  Where  have  you  placed  those  adults  who  attend  the  meetings  of 
what  you  call  the  separatists,  and  who  have  not  yet  been  disowned  by  you? 

A.  I  place  them  with  the  new  society,  to  which  they  have  joined  tbem- 
aelves. 

Q.  In  tajcing  the  census,  is  it  done  so? 

A.  It  is,  in  every  instance  with  which  I  am  acquainted. 

Q*  How  extensive  is  that  acquaintance? 

A.  I  believe  it  includes  every  meeting  where  the  census  has  been 
taken:  I  do  not  know  of  any  excepdon. 

Q.  Did  your  Yearly  Meeting  of  1828,  answer  the  Baltimore  epistle— 
the  epistle  from  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe,  upon  reflection,  that  it  did  not* 

Q*  What  was  the  reason  it  did  not? 

A.  If  it  was  not  done*  it  was  because  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting,  which 
was  under  the  control  of  those  who  have  since  seceded,  had  so  tar  iden- 
tified itself  with  the  new  society,  which  convenes  at  the  Green  and 
Cherry  street  meeting  houses,  as  to  receive  and  answer  an  epistle  froni 
it|  thereby  declaring  church  fellowship  with  them. 

Q.  Previously  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  had  it  not  been  stated 
ia  some  of  the  city  meetings,  by  one  or  more  members  on  your  side,  that 
a  separation  must  take  place? 

A.  In  one  of  the  Quarterly  Meetings  in  Philadelphia,  the  subjeft  of 
the  dissent  of  the  separatists  from  the  doctrines  of  our  religious  society 
being  under  discussion,  an  expression  nearly  similar  to  that  alluded  to 
by  the  counsel  was  used. 

Q.  Please  to  state  what  it  was? 

A.  Alluding  to  their  denial  that  Jesus  was  the  Christ,  a  Friend  said, 
that  *'  such  denial,  if  persisted  in,  must  produce  a  separation  from  the 
society." 

Q.  Had  there  been  any  such  denial  in  the  meeting,  or  any  confession 
by  those  charged,  that  they  had  made  such  denial  elsewhere? 

A.  There  was  no  such  denial  or  confession  in  the  meeting,  but  indi- 
viduals of  that  party  who  were  there,  were  known  to  have  made  asser- 
tions which  amounted  to  such  denial. 

Q.  Were  not  all  the  clerks  of  the  city  meetings  for  discipline  of  your 
sidey  and  thos^  meetings  under  what  you  call  the  control  of  your  party? 

A.  The  clerks  of  four  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  have  not  joined  in  the 
separation;  but  as  regards  the  meetings  being  under  the  control  of  our 
party,  it  is  an  expression  which  I  have  never  used. 

Q.  In  respect  to  Abington,  Bucks,  and  the  southern  Quarters,  have 
you  not  given  it  as  a  reason  for  the  increase  of  the  representatives,  that 
the  clerks  were  favourable  to  the  views  of  the  separatists;  and  spoken  of 
those  meetings,  as  well  as  of  the  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting,  as  being  un- 
der the  control  of  that  party? 

A.  I  believe  I  did  not  use  the  expression  as  it  is  there,  for  the  Balti- 
more Yearly  Meeting;  for  the  others  I  did,  inasmuch  as  they  were  un- 
doubtedly a  party  formed  for  carrying  into  effect  certain  views  and  plans 
opposed  to  the  religious  Society  of  bViends. 

Q.  By  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  you  of  course  mean  tlir  pocicly 
to  which  you  belong? 
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heaven,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit;  and  that  these  three  are 
one;  the  which  wc  hoth  sincerely  and  reverently  believe,  according  to  1 
John  v.  7.  and  this  is  suflicicnt  for  us  to  believe  and  know,  and  hath  a 
tendency  to  edification  and  holiness;  when  the  contrary  centres  only  in 
imaginations,  and  strife,  and  persecution,  where  it  runs  high,  and  to 
parties^  as  may  be  read  in  bloody  characters  in  the  ecclesiastical  His- 
tories." Vol.  ii.  p.  879. 

Q.  From  what  book  have  you  read  those  extracts? 

A.  From  the  ^'  Exposition,''  upon  which  the  counsel  is  examining  me. 

Q.  Does  your  society  believe,  according  to  the  extract  first  made  by 
you,  that  '^  these  three  are  truly  and  properly  one,  of  one  nature,  as  well 
as  will?" 

A.  We  believe  according  to  holy  scripture,  that  there  are  three^  and 
that  those  three  arc  also  truly  and  properly  one;  of  one  nature,  as  well 
as  will. 

Q.  From  your  idea  of  the  nature  of  Christ's  atonement,  and  advocacy 
with  the  Father,  do  you  believe,  (that  is,  your  society,)  that  the  Father 
and  the  Son  are  of  one  will? 

A.  We  believe,  according  to  holy  scripture,  that  *^  in  the  fulness  of 
time  God  sent  forth  his  son,  made  of  a  woman,  made  under  the  law,  to 
redeem  them  that  were  under  the  law;  that  through  the  eternal  spirit  he 
offered  himself  without  spot  unto  God,  and  suffered,  the  just  for  the  pn- 
just,  that  he  might  bring  us  to  God,  whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  the 
propitiation,  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteoasnessfor 
the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God;  to 
declare,  I  say,  at  this  time,  his  righteousness,  that  he  might  be  just,  and 
the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus." 

Counsel.  I  do  not  think  the  question  is  answered.       ^ 

Witness.  I  do  not  perceive  in  the  passages  of  scripture  which  I  bare 
quoted,  or  in  any  others  with  which  I  am  acquainted,  any  contrariety  of 
will;  neither  has  the  Society  of  Friends  ever  held  such  doctrine. 

Q.  If  you  hold  that  there  is  no  contrariety  of  will  in  them,  do  you  bold 
that  they  are,  in  any  manner,  distinct P 

A.  We  have  always  denied  that  the  Deity  consisted  of  distinct  andi^ 
parate  persons:  and  while  wc  have  believed  that  there  were  /Aree,  have 
as  uniformly  maintained  that  lho«^c  three  arc  one. 

Counsel.  The  question  is  not  fully  answered. 

Witness.  If  the  counsel  will  explain  his  meaning  of  the  term  ditH^t 
as  used  in  the  question,  I  will  endeavour  to  answer  further. 

Counsel.  The  question  is,  do  you  hold  that  they  are  in  any  maaiff 
distinctP 

Witness.  I  have  already  stated  that  the  Society  of  Friends  do  notb^ 
lieve  that  there  are  distinct  and  separate  persons  in  the  godhead;  and  have 
answered  him  in  scripture  terms  as  rcfjards  what  the  society  do  bcliete: 
if  he  is  disposed  to  dive  further  into  the  subject  than  the  Holy  Spirit htf 
seen  meet  to  reveal  it  to  us  in  the  scriptures,  I  cannot  follow  him  in  what 
I  consider  an  unwarrantable  curiosity. 

The  counsel  states  that  he  has  no  personal  curiosity  in  this  matter.^ 

The  witness  replies  that  he  docs  not  mean  any  thing  personal  in  his 
answer,  but  that  he  regards  it  as  an  unwarrantable  curiosity,  to  extend 
this  subject  further  than  it  is  revealed  in  the  holy  scriptures. 

Q.  The  witness  said  last  evening,  that  through  Christ's  death  the  gift 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  has  been  purchased  for  mankind:  if  this  gift  was  the 
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purchase  of  that  dcafh,  how  does  your  society  account  for  the  salvation 
of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  and  other  good  men,  long  before  that 
death? 

A.  I  made  use  of  the  term  purchase^  because  it  was  the  language  of 
Barclay  in  the  extract  whichAquotcd,  and  I  do  not  apprehend  that  we 
of  the  present  day  are  oblige  Ao  account  for  the  salvation  of  Abraham, 
Isaac,  or  Jacob,  or  any  other  good  men  of  that  day,  but  rather  to  lea.ve 
them  in  the  hands  of  that  merciful  being  with  whom  we  all  have  to  do. 

Q*  The  extended  quotation  last  night  said  much  of  the  seed,  grace, 
and  word  of  God,  and  light  wherewith  all  men  are  enlightened:  I  wish 
to  know  whether  your  society  fully  agree  with  Barclay,  even  upon  this 
fundamental.and  distinguishing  characteristic  of  the  society,  when  he 
says,  *'  By  this  seed,  grace,  and  word  of  God,  and  light  wherewith  we 
say  every  man  is  enlightened,  and  hath  a  measure  of  it  which  strives 
ivith  them  in  order  to  save  them,  and  which  may  by  the  stubbornness 
and  wickedness  of  man's  will  be  quenched,  bruised,  wounded,  pressed 
down,  slain  and  craicified,  we  understand  not  the  proper  essence  and 
nature  of  God,  precisely  taken,  which  is  not  divisible  into  parts  and 
measures,  as  being  a  most  pure,  simple  being,  void  of  all  composition 
or  division,  and  therefore  can  neither  be  resisted,  hurt,  wounded,  cru- 
cified, or  slain,  by  all  the  efforts  and  strength  of  men;  but  we  understand 
a  spiritual,  heavenly,  and  invisible  principle,  in  which  God,  as  Father, 
Son  and  Spirit,  dwells,  a  measure  of  which  divine  and  glorious  light  is 
in  all  men  as  a  seed  which  of  its  own  nature  draws,  invites,  and  inclines 
to  God;  and  this  we  call  VehicUlum  Dei,  or  the  spiritual  body  of  Christ, 
the  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ  which  came  down  from  heaven,  of  which 
all  the  saints  do  feed,  and  are  thereby  nourished  unto  eternal  life."  [Bar- 
clay's Works,  p.  333.  edit.  1692.] 

Witness.  From  what  part  of  Barclay  is  this  quotation? 

Counsel.  From  his  Apology — edition  of  1692. 

Witness.  I  understand  Robert  Barclay  in  the  passage  quoted,  to  be 
defending  the  Society  of  Friends  against  the  accusation  of  some  of  their 
enemies,  that  by  the  profession  of  a  belief  in  the  immediate  influences  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  they  thereby  implied,  that  the  whole  godhead  or  Christ 
as  in  his  fulness  dwelt  in  man;  and  hence  it  is  that  he  says,  *'  they  do  not 
understand  by  this  seed,  grace,  or  word  of  God,  the  proper  essence  and 
nature  of  God,  precisely  taken:"  be  also  says,  speaking  on  the  same 
subject  in  his  Apology,  ^  Now  because  it  (that  is,  the  seed,  grace,  Sec.) 
is  never  separated  from  God  nor  Christ,  but  wherever  it  is,  God  and 
Christ  are,  as  wrapped  up  therein;  therefoi*e,  and  in  that  respect,  as  it 
is  resisted,  God  is  said  to  be  resisted;  and  where  it  is  borne  down,  God 
is  said  '  to  h^  pressed  as  a  cart  under  sheaves^*  and  Christ  is  said  to  be 
slain  and  crucified;  and  on  the  contrary,  as  this  seed  is  received  in  the 
heart,  and  8ufl*cred  to  bring  forth  its  natural  and  proper  effect,  Christ 
comes  to  be  formed  and  raised,  of  which  the  scripture  makes  so  much 
mention,  calling  it  the  new  man;  Christ  within  the  hope  of  glory.  This 
Is  that  Christ  within,  which  we  are  heard  so  much  to  speak  and  declare 
of;  every  where  preaching  liim  up,  and  exhorting  people  to  believe  in 
the  light  and  obey  it,  that  they  may  come  to  know  Christ  in  them,  to 
deliver  them  from  all  sin.  By  this  we  do  not  at  all  intend  to  equal  our- 
selves to  that  holy  man,  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  born  of  the 
virgin  Mary,  *  in  whom  all  the  fulness  of  the  godhead  dwelt  bodily  ;* 
so  neither  do  we  destroy  the  reality  of  his  present  exiitencey  aa  lopie 
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have  falsely  calumniated  us:  for  though  we  affirm  that  Christ  dwells  in 
usy  yet  not  immediately^  but  mediately,  as  he  is  in  that  seed  which  is  in 
us,  whereas  he,  to  wit,  the  eternal  word  which  was  with  God,  and  was 
God,  dwelt  immediately  in  that  holy  man.  He  then  is  as  the  head,  and 
we  as  the  members.  He  the  vine,  and J||B  the  branches.  Now  as  the 
soul  of  man  dwells  otherwise,  and  in  aw*  more  immediate  manner,  in 
the  head  and  in  the  heart,  than  in  the  hands  or  legs,  and  as  the  sap,  vir- 
tue, and  life  of  the  vine,  lodgeth  far  otherwise  in  the  stock  and  root, 
than  in  the  branches,  so  God  dwclleth  otherwise  in  the  man  Jesus*  than 
in  us.  We  also  freely  reject  the  heresy  of  Apollonarius,  who  denied 
him  to  have  any  soul,  but  said  the  body  was  only  actuated  by  the  god- 
head; as  also  the  error  of  Eutychus*  who  made  the  manhood  to  be  wholly 
swallowed  up  of  the  godhead.  Wherefore,  as  we  believe  *he  was  a  true 
and  real  man ;  so  we  also  believe,  that  he  continues  so  to  be»  glorified  in 
the  heavens,  in  soul  and  body,  by  whom  God  shall  judge  the  world  in 
the  great  and  general  day  of  judgment."*— [Apology  p.  152,  153.  Edit. 
1805,  Philad.J 

Q.  My  idea  is,  whether  you  believe  that  the  manner  in  which  this 
seed,  or  light,  is  in  man,  agrees  with  that  of  Barclay  as  quoted  by  me; 
and  as  may  be  further  indicated,  when  he  says,  that  '*  the  charge,"  that 
**  the  Christ  we  command  to  believe  in,  is  not  the  Christ  the  scriptures 
testify  of,  but  one  born  with  every  man,"  is  already  answered;  and  the 
absurdity  he  [J.  B.J  draws  from  it,  removed,  by  what  George  Keith  hath 
said  in  his  book,  called  ''  the  Way  cast  up,"  wherein  he  shows,  by  the 
extension  of  the  soul  of  Christ,  how  this  is  no  denying  the  man  Jesas, 
but  on  the  contrary."— [Works,  p.  795.] 

A.  As  I  have  not  the  works  of  Barclay  here  to  refer  to,  I  am  unable 
to  tell  whether  this  quotation  be  not  as  partial,  and  fall  as  far  short  of 
giving  a  clear  view  of  Barclay's  meaning,  as  the  one  put  to  me  last  even- 
ing; and  it  is  evident  that  before  we  can  deduce  any  clear  understanding 
of  what  he  does  mean,  we  ought  to  have  ''  Brown's  objection,"  to  which 
he  is  answering.  As  regards  the  manner  in  which  the  Holy  Spirit 
dwells  in  us,  I  understand  Barclay  to  say,  that  '*  we  have  but  a  mtaaurt 
or  manifestation^  whereas  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  dwelt  all  the/utntu  if 
the  godhead  bodily. " 

Q.  Do  you  believe,  that  this  manifestation  of  the  spirit  dwells  imme- 
diately/ in  man,  or  mediately  by  the  Vehiculum  J)ei^  or  the  spiritual  body 
of  Christ,  or  the  extension  of  the  soul  of  Christ? 

Witness.  Before  I  answer  the  question,  the  counsel  will  please  to  ex- 
plain what  he  means  by  immediately^  and  also  by  the  extension  of  the  smd 
of  Christ. 

Counsel.  By  immediately^  without  a  medium  or  Vehiculum  Dei;  as  to 
the  extension  of  the  soul  of  Christ,  Barclay  and  Keith  must  answer  for 
themselves. 

A.  As  neither  Barclay  nor  Keith  arc  here  present  to  explain  what 
they  mean,  and  as  that  explanation  is  needful  to  enable  me  to  answer 
understandingly,  ihc  answer  must  be  deferred  until  the  counsel  can  pro- 
duce them. 

Q.  Will  you  then  please  to  answer  the  question  so  far  as  the  counsel's 
explanation  goes? 

A.  We  believe,  that  '*  no  man  knoweth  the  Father,  but  the  Son,  and 
he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  shall  reveal  him;"  that  a  manifestation  of 
the  Spirit  of  Christ  is  given  unto  all  men ;  but  that  this  is  not  the  whole 
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Christ,  or  Christ  as  in  fulness;  and  this  I  understand  to  be  Barclay's 
meaning. 

Counsel.  The  question  is,  whether  your  society  believe  that  the  spirit 
dwells  in  man  immediately,  ormediatcly*  through  a  Vehiculum  DeiP 

Witness.   Please  to  explain  what  Vehiculum  Dei  is? 

Counsel.  The  spiritual  body  of  Christ,  as  explained  by  Barclay. 

Witness.  Does  the  counsel  then  mean  to  ask  me,  whether  the  spirit 
dwells  in  the  spiritual  body  of  Christ,  and  through  the  spiritual  body  of 
Christ  in  man. 

Counsel.  I  do;  as  I  understand  Barclay  to  mean. 

Witness.  As  there  appears  to  me  some  confusion  in  the  terms  which 
the  counsel  has  now  adopted.  I  must  request  him  to  explain  how  he  un- 
derstands Barclay,  and  whether  the  spiritual  body  of  Christ  is  distinct 
from  the  Spirit  of  ChristP 

Counsel.  I  have  used  Barclay's  terms;  and  to  satisfy  the  witness,  I 
have  given  him  my  understanding  of  them,  and  ask  for  the  understand- 
ing of  his  society  about  them. 

Witness.  The  counsel  has  adopted  my  question,  as  the  explanation  of 
hia  meaning,  to  wit:  that  the  spirit  dwells  in  the  spiritual  body  of  Christ, 
and  through  that  in  man;  and  as  there  appears  to  me  to  be  some  confu- 
sion in  the  terms,  I  consider  it  unsafe  to  answer  until  he  explain,  whe- 
ther he  means  that  the  spirit  of  Christ  is  distinct  from  the  spiritual  body 
of  Christ.  He  has  given  what  he  says  he  understands  from  Barclay's 
words.  I  have  already,  in  answer  to  a  previous  question,  told  him,  how 
I  understand  Barclay,  and  also  what  I  believe  in  respect  to  the  manifes- 
tation of  the  grace  of  God  which  is  given  to  all  men.  If  he  wishes  me 
to  answer  to  his  understanding  of  Barclay,  he  must  clearly  explain  to  me 
what  that  understanding  is. 

Q.  To  end  the  altercation  as  to  what  Barclay  means,  will  the  witness 
please  to  state  whether  his  society  believes  that  the  spirit  dwells  in  man 
immediately  or  mediately  ? 

A.  Immediately^  as  respects  man;  and  as  respects  the  Almighty,  medi- 
ately 9  through  Christ,  the  alone  mediator  between  God  and  man. 

Q.  In  Evans'  Exposition,  page  97, 1  find  it  said,  *^  and  we  believe  that 
he  (Christ)  is  now  ascended  on  high,  and  exalted  at  the  right  hand  of 
the  Father  for  evermore,  and  that  he  is  glorified  with  the  same  glory  that 
he  had  before  the  world  was,  and  that  even  the  same  that  came  down 
from  heaven  is  ascended  up  to  heaven;  and  the  same  that  descended,  is 
the  same  that  ascended."  And  in  Barclay's  Apology,  I  find,  page  461, 
^  from  this  large  description  of  the  origin,  nature,  and  effects  of  this 
body,  flesh,  and  blood  of  Christ,  it  is  apparent,  that  it  is  spiritual,  and 
to  be  understood  of  the  spiritual  body,  and  not  of  that  body  or  temple  of 
Jesus  Christ  which  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary,  and  in  which  he 
walked,  lived,  and  suffered  in  the  land  of  Judea;  because  it  is  said,  that 
it  came  down  from  heaven;  yea,  that  it  was  he  that  came  down  from 
heaven;  now  all  christians  at  present  generally  acknowledge,  that  the 
outward  body  came  not  down  from  heaven,  neither  was  it  that' part  of 
Christ  which  came  down  from  heaven."  Do  you,  or  not,  believe,  that 
the  outward  body  of  Christ  is  now  in  heaven? 

A.  We  believe  that  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ  is  now  in  heaven  in  a 
gloriflcd  state.  According  to  numerous  tesli monies  given  by  our  early 
Friends,  one  of  which  I  shall  quote,  ^^  wc  sincerely  profess  and  declare, 
in  the  sight  of  God  and  men,  that  wc  faithfully  do  believe  and  profess 
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till!  illviniiy  and  humaniiy  or  manhood  of  our  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour 
Jesus  (Mirist,  the  eternal  word  oi'  God;  and  that  in  the  fulness  of  time 
he  took  ilesh,  being  miraculously  conceived  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  bom 
of  the  virf^in  Mary,  and  sulVorcd  the  cruel  death  of  the  cross,  as  a  uni- 
versal oiVerin};  and  sacrifice,  both  in  his  body  and  blood,  shed  thereon 
for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world;  and  was  buried,  and  rose  ag^ain  the  third 
day,  and  visibly  ascended,  (was  seen  in  his  ascending,)  and  passed  into 
heaven  and  glory,  and  that  he  ascended  far  above  all  heavens,  that  he 
might  fill  all  things,  and  that  by  his  suH'ering  and  sacrifice  he  hath  ob- 
tained etei*nal  redemption  for  us,  which,  through  faith  in  his  name  and 
power,  true  repentance  and  conversion,  we  livingly  receive,  and  efTectu- 
ally  partake  of;  that  we  arc  not  pardoned,  justified,  redeemed,  or  saved 
by  our  own  righteousness,  works,  merits  or  deservings,  but  by  the  righte- 
ousness, ^merits,  and  works  of  this  our  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ,  being  both  imparted  and  imputed  to  us,  as  he  is  of  God  made 
unto  us,  wisdom,  righteousness,  sanctification  and  redemption;  our  re- 
conciliation, redemption,  pardon,  sanctification,  and  justification,  having 
respect  both  to  his  suflering  death  and  blood  upon  the  cross,  as  the  one 
peace-offering  and  sacrifice,  and  as  our  high  priest,  thereby  making 
atonement  and  reconciliation  for  us,  and  giving  himself  a  ransom  for  all 
mankind,  and  alsOito  the  effectual  saving  work  of  his  grace  and  good 
spirit  within  us,  bringing  us  to  experience  true  repentance,  resignation, 
and  the  new  birth,  wherein  we  partake  of  the  fellowship  of  Christ's  suf- 
ferings and  power  of  his  resurrection,  in  which  grace  we  ought  to  per^ 
severe  in  newness  of  life,  and  faithful  obedience  unto  him,  unto  the  end, 
that  wc  may  be  heirs  of  the  eternal  salvation  which  Christ  is  the  author 
of." — -[George  Whitehead's  Antichrist  in  the  Flesh  Unmasked,  p.  30.j 

Q.  If  the  same  that  descended  is  the  same  that  ascended,  according 
to  the  ^  Exposition,"  and  according  to  Barclay,  *'  the  outward  body  of 
Christ  came  not  down  from  heaven."  Do  you  hold  that  the  outward 
body  ascended  and  became  glorified  in  heaven? 

A:  The  exposition  does  not  say  that  he  refers  to  the  body  of  Christ, 
but  to  Christ  himself.  We  believe,  nevertheless,  that  the  outward  body 
did  ascend  into  heaven,  and  is  glorified  there. 

Q.  Do  you  believe,  that  man  at  his  resurrection  shall  be  fashioned 
like  unto  Christ's  glorious  body? 

A.  We  do,  according  to  scripture  testimony,  where  it  is  said,  **  for 
our  conversation  is  in  heaven,  from  whence  also  we  look  for  the  Saviour, 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  shall  change  our  vile  body,  that  it  may  be 
fashioned  like  unto  his  glorious  body,  according  to  the  working,  whereby 
he  is  able  even  to  subdue  all  things  unto  himself." 

Q.  Do  you  believe,  that  the  vile  or  outward  body  of  man  is  raised  up 
and  fashioned  like  unto  Christ's  glorious  body? 

A.  I  answer  in  the  words  of  the  apostle  Paul^— "  but  some  will  say, 
how  are  the  dead  i*aised  up,  and  with  what  body  do  they  come  ?  Thou 
fooll  that  which  thou  sowest  is  not  quickened,  except  it  die;  and  that 
which  thou  sowest,  thou  sowest  not  that  body  which  shall  be,  but  bare 
grain*^it  may  chance  of  wheat,  or  some  other  grain,  but  God  giveth  it 
a  body  as  it  plcaselh  him,  and  to  every  seed  his  own  body."  ^*  So  also 
in  the  resurrection  of  the  dead;  it  is  sown  in  corruption,  it  is  raised  in 
incorruption;  it  is  sown  in  dishonour,  it  is  raised  in  glory;  it  Is  sown  in 
weakness,  it  is  raised  in  power;  it  is  sown  a  natural  body,  it  is  raised  a 
spiritual  body." 
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Q,  Do  you  not  believe  this  scriplure,  tliat  "  when  man  goeth  lo  his 
long  home,  then  shall  the  dust  return  to  the  earth  as  It  was,  and  the  spi- 
rit shall  return  unlo  God  who  gave  it?" 

A.   We  do  helieve  that,  and  nil  other  scripture  testimonies. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  in  the  affirmative  of  this  argumentative  question  of 
George  Fox,  "  if  your  vile,  natural,  and  human  bodies  must  be  changed 
and  marie  like  unto  his  (Christ's)  glorious  body,  then  how  can  you  say 
that  Christ  IS  in  heaven  with  a  carnal,  natural,  or  human  body?" 

A.  Wc  believe  with  George  Fox,  that  "  Christ  is  in  heaven  in  a  glo- 
rified body;  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  such  a  carnal,  natural,  or  human 
body  as  his  opponents  wished  to  make  it  appear  to  be,"  I  do  therefore 
thus  believe  in  (he  affirmative  of  his  (juestion. 

Q.  Does  your  society  believe,  that  Christ  is  now  in  heaven  in  that 
outward  body  that  was  bom  of  the  virgin  Mary,  and  in  which  he  walked, 
liyed,  and  suffered  in  the  land  of  JudeaP 

A.  I  answer  in  the  words  of  the  declaration  of  faith,  issued  on  behalf 
of  ll)e  society  in  the  year  1693,  which  was  approved  by  the  morning 
meeting  of  London,  and  published  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadcl- 
pbla  in  1730,  or  thereabout,  lo  wit;  "that  divine  honour  and  worship 
IS  due  to  the  Son  of  God,  and  that  he  is  in  true  faith  to  be  prayed  unto; 
and  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  called  upon  as  the  primitive 
christians  did,  because  of  the  glorious  union  or  oneness  of  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  and  that  we  cannot  acceptably  offer  up  prayers  and  prases 
to  God,  nor  receive  a  gracious  answer  or  blessing  from  God,  but  in  and 
through  his  dear  son  Christj  that  Christ's  body  that  was  crucified  was 
not  the  godhead,  yet  by  the  power  of  God  was  raised  from  the  dead, 
and  that  the  same  Christ  that  was  therein  crucified  ascended  into  heaven 
and  glory,  is  not  questioned  by  ns.  His  flesh  saw  no  corruption,  it  did 
not  corrupt,  but  yet  doubtless  his  body  was  changed  into  a  more  glo- 
rious and  heavenly  condition  than  it  was  in  when  subject  to  divers  suf- 
'"rings  on  earth;  hut  how,  and  what  manner  of  change  it  met  withal  after 
tn»  raised  from  the  dead,  so  as  to  become  such  a  glorious  body  as  it 

uclared  to  be,  is  too  wonderful  for  mortals  to  conceive,  apprehend, 

pry  into,  and  more  meet  for  angels  to  see;  the  scripture  is  silent 

rein  as  to  the  manner  thereof,  and  we  are  not  curious  to  inquire  or 
'  dispute  it;  nor  do  wc  esteem  it  necessary  to  make  ourselves  wise  above 
what  is  written,  as  to  the  manner  or  condition  of  Christ's  glorious  body 
as  in  heaven,  no  more  than  to  inquire  how  Christ  appeared  in  divers 
manners  or  forms,  or  how  he  came  in  among  his  disciples,  the  doors 
being  shut,  or  how  he  vanished  out  of  their  sight  after  he  was  risen.-^ 
[See  Se well's  Hist.  vol.  ii.  p.  499,  et  sequuntur.J 

Q.  That  quotation  says  that  Christ's  body  that  was  crucified  was  not 

tthe  godhead,  yet  by  the  power  of  God  was  raised  from  the  dead,  and 
that  the  same  Christ  that  was  therein  crueijied  ascended  into  glory; — but 
doea  not  answer  my  question,  which  is,  whether  Christ  is  now  in  heaven 
1b  that  outward  body? 

Witness.    If  the  counsel  believes  that  Christ,  as  he  was  the  eternal 

•      word,  or  in  his  godhead,  was  crucified  and  put  to  death,  buried  in  the 

Mpulchre,  and  raised  again  from  the  dead,  then  I  grant  his  question  is 

tBM  answered;  but  unless  he  so  believes,  I  conceive  the  answer  to  be  a 
hU  one. 
Counsel.  The  counsel  cannot  sec  that  the  question  is  answered. 
Witness.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  clearly  answered  when  it  says^  •'  Mr 
I  Vol.  I 38  
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flesh  saw  no  corruption:  it  did  not  corrupt,  but  yet  doubtless  his  bodj 
was  changed  into  a  more  glorious  and  heavenly  condition  than  it  was  ill  , 
when  subject  to  divers  sulterings  on  earth;  but  how  and  what  mannerof  ,; 
change  it  met  withal  after  it  was  raised  from  the  dead,  so  as  to  becoms 
such  a  glorious  body  as  it  is  declared  to  be,  is  too  wonderful  ibr  mortals 
to  conceive,  apprehend,  or  pry  into,  and  more  meet  for  angels  to  sec* 
Now  unless  the  counsel  believes  all  this  to  be  predicated  of  the  godhead 
of  Christ,  it  appears  to  mo  his  question  is  fully  and  clearly  answered. 

Q.  Does  the  witness  then  mean  that  the  society  believes  that  Christ 
is  now  in  heaven  in  that  outward  body? 

A.  **The  glorious  body  of  Christ,"  says  George  Whitehead,  "  is  not 
now  like  ours,  nor  of  an  earthly,  pcrisliing  nature,  but  heavenly,  spirituif, 
and  most  glorious,  far  excelling  all  terrestrial  bodies:^' — and  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  Jesus  Christ  hath  a  body  glorified  in  the  heavens,  distant 
and  distinct  from  the  bodies  of  his  saints  here  below,  he  answers,  '^  yea, 
as  a  glorified  body  is  distinct  from  natural  or  earthly  bodies,  and  heaven 
from  the  earth. " 

Q.  Does  not  George  Whitehead  also  truly  say,  ^^  that  God,  Christy 
and  the  Spirit  the  Quakers  own,  is  no  other  but  the  true  God  and  Christ, 
even  that  God  that  cannot  be  confined,  circulated  nor  limited  to  a  place 
of  residence,  seeing  the  heaven  of  heavens  cannot  contain  himP 

(The  counsel  is  not  sure  that  the  word  circulated  in  this  last  quotation 
is  correct;  and  requests  the  witness  to  answer,  as  though  the  termcn^ 
cumscrihed  was  substituted  for  it;  or  as  he  may  believe  the  sense  to  be.) 

Witness.  As  I  am  called  to  answer  a  quotation  involving  important 
points  of  christian  doctrine,  which  quotation  the  counsel  himself  cannot 
assert  to  be  correct,  and  as  I  am  not  authorized  to  put  down  words  u 
George  Whitehead's,  which  I  do  not  know  to  be  his,  I  must  request  to 
have  the  quotation  correctly  furnished,  before  I  answer  it 

Counsel.  What  are  the  doctrines  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends,  which 
your  Exposition  professes  to  treat  of?  j 

A.  The  title  of  the  book  is,  "An  Exposition  of  the  Faith  of  theReli'  1 
gious  Society  of  Friends  commonly  called  Quakers,  in  the  Fundameatil^ 
Doctrines  of  the  Christian  Religion;"  and  in  the  body  of  the  workneulf  j 
all  those  doctrines  in  which  Christianity  consists,  are  either  directly  or  1 
indirectly  treated  of.  1 

Q.  What  are  the  headings  of  the  different  divisions  of  the  work? 

A.  1st.  Of  the  one  only  true  God,  and  the  three  that  bear  record  in 
heaven. 

Snd.  Of  the  divinity  and  offices  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ. 

3d.  On  the  holy  scriptures. 

Q.  Was  it  a  belief  in  those  subjects  that  characterized  and  distin- 
guished the  society  from  other  sects? 

A.  They  were  distinguished  from  other  sects  by  a  great  variety  of 
circumstances. 

Counsel.  I  speak  as  to  doctrines. 

A.  As  regards  most  of  the  doctrines  of  the  christian  religioUy  then 
was  a  remarkable  harmony  among  themselves,  and  with  christian  ptv- 
fessors  generally:  William  Penn  in  speaking  on  the  subject  says,  "be* 
cause  we  are  separated  from  the  public  communion  and  worshipt  it  b 
too  generally  concluded  that  we  deny  the  doctrines  received  oy  Ae 
church,  and  consequently  introduced  new  religion;  whereas  we  difo 
least  where  we  are  thought  to  differ  most,  for  setting  aside  some  ichool 
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terms;  we  hold  Ihc  substance  of  those  doctrines  believed  by  the  church 
of  England,  as  to  God,  Christ,  spirit,  scripture,  repentance,  sanctifica- 
tion,  remission  of  sin,  holy  livin^i;,  and  the  resurrection  of  the  just  and 
unjust  to  eternal  rewards  and  punishments:  but  that  wherein  we  difTer 
Bio«t«  is  about  worship  and  conversation,  and  the  inward  qualification 
of  the  soul  by  the  work  of  God's  spirit  thereon,  in  pursuance  of  these 
good  and  generally  received  doctrines."  [Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  88 1.]  While 
Friends  fully  accorded  with  other  christian  professors  in  a  belief  in  the 
outward  coming  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  in  all  that 
he  did  and  suffered  for  us  in  the  ilesli,  as  well  as  whatsoever  else  is  re- 
corded concerning  him  in  the  holy  scriptures,  they  apprehended  that  too 
many  were  resting  in  a  mere  historical  belief  of  these  gospel  truths, 
without  coming  to  the  living  experience  and  application  of  them  in  their 
own  hearts;  hence  they  were  led  to  press  upon  all  the  necessity  of  yield- 
ing obedience  to  the  manifestations  of  the  light  of  Christ  Jesus  in  their 
own  consciences,  in  order  that  they  might  experience  the  great  work  of 
regeneration  accomplished  in  them,  and  realize  the  truth  of  that  scrip- 
ture declaration,  that  Christ  died  for  us,  that  henceforth  we  should  no 
more  live  unto  ourselves,  but  unto  him  who  died  for  us:  as  the  preaching 
of  this  light  and  grace  had  been  greatly  overlooked  and  neglected  by 
many  of  the  professors  of  Christianity,  so  their  pressing  it  upon  the  at- 
tention of  the  people  drew  upon  them  the  notice  of  other  christian  pro- 
fessors, and  cither  through  misconception  or  ill  will,  subjected  them  to 
much  misrepresentation. 
Adjourned  until  9  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Friday,  October -22nd»  1 830,  at  9  o'clock.  The  cross-examination  of 
the  same  witness  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Question.  If  not  by  doctrines,  what  were  the  circumstances  by  which 
Friends  were  principally  distinguished  as  a  society  from  other  sects? 

Answer.  I  have  already  answered  that  question,  in  the  language  of 
William  Penn,  as  quoted  last  night:  they  were  also  distinguished  from 
most  other  christian  professors  by  their  testimonies  against  war,  oaths^ 
and  a  hireling  ministry,  and  by  disusing  those  outward  ordinances  which 
most  christian  professors  contend  for. 

Q.  Is  there  any  division  of  the  "  Exposition,"  particularly  devoted  to 
that  matter  in  respect  to  doctrine,  wherein  the  society,  according  to  the 
quotation  from  William  Penn,  differ  most  from  the  church  of  England? 

A.  The  counsel  will  please  to  state,  whether  he  means  about  worship, 
conversation,  or  the  inward  qualification  of  the  soul  by  the  work  of 
€rod's  spirit  thereon,  in  pursuance  of  those  good  and  generally  received 
doctrines. 

Q.  The  witness  may  understand  me,  as  meaning  in  relation  to  "the 
inward  qualijication  of  the  soul  by  the  work  of  God's  spirit  thereon." 

A.  As  one  object  which  I  had  in  view  in  preparing  the  Exposition  was, 
to  refute  the  numerous  charges  or  insinuations  which  were  made  against 
the  society,  as  not  believing  in  several  of  the  fundamental  doctrines  of 
the  christian  religion,  I  arranged  the  extracts  in  such  a  manner  as  I 
thought  would  most  clearly  meet  that  view;  there  is  no  section  pccu- 
fiarly  dcToted  to  the  subject  which  the  counsel  (|ueries  after;  but  as  I 
anticipated  at  the  time,  that  either  through  ill  will  or  prejudice,  an  at- 
tempt might  be  made  to  draw  an  inference  therefrom,  as  though  I  did 
l|ot  wish  to  hold  up  that  doctrine  to  view,  in  order  to  remove  any  objec- 
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tion  of  the  kind,  I  made  the  following  observations  in  the  preface,  to 
wit:  **  it  will  probably  be  objected,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  immediate 
and  sensible  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  is  not  made  the  subject  of  a  dif- 
tinct  chapter  in  the  following  compilation.  In  reply  to  this,  it  may  be 
observed  that  tliis  essential  article  of  faith  appears  to  be  properly  included 
in  the  section  appropriated  to  the  divinity  and  offices  of  our  Lord  wand 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  inasmuch  as  it  is  his  peculiar  office  to  shed  forth 
on  his  rational  creation  the  gift  of  his  grace.  In  the  extracta  on  this 
subject,  care  has  been  taken  to  give  a  view  of  the  sentiments  of  Friendi, 
in  relation  both  to  his  outward  appearance  in  the  flesh,  and  his  second 
coming  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  without  sin,  unto  salvation.  The  society 
are  so  well  known  to  hold  this  as  a  fundamental  principle,  and  their  be- 
lief on  the  subject  is  so  fully  and  largely  treated  of,  that  I  apprehend  it 
is  scarcely  probable  any  opponent,  however  prejudiced  or  unchluitfibk, 
will  charge  them  with  denying  it." 

Q.  If  as  you  say  of  Fri^ds,  that  as  regards  most  of  the  doctrines  of  the 
christian  religion,  there  was  a  remarkable  harmony  among  thcmselveti 
and  with  christian  professors  generally,  were  they  not  in  respect  to  doc- 
trines peculiarly  distinguished  from  other  sects,  by  that  esaential  srd- 
cle  of  faith  of  the  immediate  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit  anthe^oulP 

A.  A  reference  to  my  answer  to  which  the  counsel  now  alludes  vill 
show,  that  the  harmony  which  I  speak  of,  as  existing  among  Friends  and 
other  christian  professors,  relates  to  most  of  the  doctrines  of  the  cliris- 
tian  religion;  in  my  answer  to  a  question  put  to  me  last  evening,  I  stated 
clearly,  that  the  manner  in  which  Friends  pressed  upon  all  the  necessity 
of  obedience  to  the  inward  operations  of  the  light  of  Christ  Jesus  is 
their  consciences,  did  bring  them  conspicuously  into  viewf  aad  may^ 
therefore,  be  considered  as  one  of  their  distinguishing  characteristic^ 
inasmuch  as  that  doctrine,  as  held  by  Friends,  was  cither  denied  or  ovci^ 
looked  by  too  many  of  the  professors  of  Christianity. 

Q.  In  respect  to  the  trinity,  the  divinity  and  offices  of  Christ,  and  of 
the  holy  scriptures,  can  it  be  said  that  William  Penn  and  George  Whit0« 
head  agreed  with  the  substance  of  those  doctrines,  believed  by  thechuid 
of  England,  when  they  wrote  their  several  works,  entitled  **  The 
and  Life  of  Christ  Within,"  «  The  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,"  •• 
Divinity  of  Christ,"  and  "  The  Christian  Quaker?" 

A.  I  consider  William  Penn  as  the  best  evidence  of  his  own  senti- 
ments, and  as  he  was  cotemporary  with  George  Whiteheady  and  liiti* 
mately  acquainted  with  him,  I  consider  him  better  authority  as  to  what 
his  views  were  at  the  time  those  books  were  written,  than  I  am.  Si 
therefore  refer  to  the  quotations  which  I  made  from  William  PetfA 
works  yesterday  afternoon,  in  reply  to  a  question  involving  the  sine 
points,  as  far  as  I  understand,  as  that  now  put  tome. 

Q.  If  there  was  such  an  agreement  in  respect  to  doctrines,  as  you 
speak  of,  between  Friends  and  the  other  professing  christians,  must  not 
the  latter  have  been  under  a  very  extraordinary  delusion,  to  persecstft 
Friends  in  the  manner  you  have  stated  in  your  preface,  in  these  wordi, 
*♦  those  precious  doctrines,  in  support  of  which  your  forefathers  endured 
the  heat  of  a  cruel  persecution,  sufiered  patiently  the  loss  of  property* 
imprisonment  in  loathsome  and  unhealthy  dungeons,  and  even  sealed 
their  testimony  with  the  sacrifice  of  life?"  ' 

A.  This  quotation  also,  as  well  as  several  others  which  have  been  pat 
to  me,  is  not  so  given  as  to  state  the  meaning  clearly.     In  that  part  of 
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the  preface,  I  am  speaking  of  the  too  great  ignorance  in  which  many 
have  grown  up  respecting  the  doctrines  of  the  society  in  which  they 
vere  members;  no  particular  doctrines  are  alluded  to,  but  the  doctrines  of 
the  society  generally  spoken  of,  in  relation  to  which  I  say,  **  that  too 
many  among  us  have  grown  up  in  ignorance  of  those  precious  doctrines 
in  support  of  which  their  forefathers  endured,"  &c.  the  quotation  follow- 
ing as  given  in  the  question.  Any  person  who  has  made  himself  ac« 
quainted  with  the  early  history  of  our  religious  society,  must  know  that 
a  large  proportion  of  the  suffering  which  our  early  Friends  endured, 
was  in  consequence  of  their  dissent  from  other  christian  professors  in 
the  points  alluded  to  by  William  Penn,  where  he  speaks  of  worship  and 
eonversation^  and  also  in  consequence  of  their  testimony  against  oaths  and 
a  hireling  ministry.  That  there  were  among  other  professors  of  the 
christian  name,  as  well  as  some,  who  for  a  time  walked  with  them,  but 
afterwards  apostatized,  those  who  perverted  their  writings,  and  mangled 
and  distorted  their  expressiens,  in  order  to  make  them  speak  what  they 
never  intended,  and  what  they  positively  declared  they  did  not  intend, 
in  order  to  misrepresent  their  christian  faith,  is  too  true  to  be  denied. 
And  that  they  did  also  endure  much  calumny  and  reproach  in  consequence 
of  this.  In  a  question  put  to  me  last  night,  a  quotation  was  included, 
said  to  be  taken  from  George  Whitehead,  but  as  the  counsel  could  not 
then  sayy  whether  the  word  circulated  which  it  contained,  was  correct,  or 
whether  it  should  be  circumscribed^  and  as  I  myself  apprehended  the  pas- 
lage  to  be  unfairly  quoted,  I  deferred  answering  until  the  quotation 
could  be  corrected;  on  examining  the  work  of  George  Whitehead  from 
which  it  is  taken,  I  find  the  word  circulated  is  there  printed,  but  it  is 
cndently  a  typographical  error,  asMie  is  replying  to  an  opponent,  who 
contended  that  *^  God,  Christ,  and  the  Spirit,  were  circumscribed  above 
the  clouds;'*  but  the  quotation  as  oflered  to  mc  last  evening  is  garbled, 
inasmuch  as  it  stops  at  a  semicolon,  and  omits  the  last  member  of  the 
lentence,  which  is  essentially  necessary  to  convey  George  Whitehead's 
meaning,  being  in  immediate  connexion  with,  and  having  direct  refer- 
ence to,  what  precedes ;  thus  it  says,^*  that  God,  Christ,  and  a  Spirit,  the 
Quakers  own,  is  no  other  but  the  true  God  and  Christ,  even  that  God 
that  cannot  be  confined,  circulated,  [circumscribed,]  nor  limited  to  a 
place  of  residence,  seeing  the  heaven  of  heavens  cannot  contain  him;" 
here  the  quotation  exhibited  by  the  counsel  stops,  but  George  White- 
head proceeds,  *'  and  that  Christ  which  ascended  up  far  above  all  hea- 
vens, that  he  might  fill  all  things,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever." 
In  answer  to  the  question  put  to  mc  last  night,  I  now  say,  that  George 
Whitehead  does  truly  speak,  when  he  says  what  I  have  quoted;  and  I 
leave  it  to  those  who  may  hereafter  read  this  testimony,  to  judge  how 
far  the  above  suppression  was  made,  in  order  to  misrepresent  and  per- 
vert the  meaning  of  George  Whitehead,  and  through  him,  the  doctrines 
of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 

And  the  counsel  concedes,  that  he  is  willing  to  leave  it  to  those  who 
may  hereafter  read  this  testimony,  to  judge  how  far  the  addition  to  the 
quotation  now  made  by  the  witness,  alters  the  sense  of  the  passage ;  and 
requests  that  it  may  be  here  noted. 

CouffseL  To  return  to  the  subject  from  which  wc  have  digressed,  was 
it  not  in  respect  to  a  supposed  difference  in  doctrine  alone,  and  that  in 
relation  to  the  *^  holy  three,"  and  the  ^'  divinity  and  offices  of  Christ," 
that  Penn's  biographer  had  occasion  thus  to  speak,  saying,^ His  *  Sandy 
Foundation  Shaken,' which  gave  great  offence  to  some  at  the  helm  of 
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the  church,  who  presently  took  the  old  method  of  reforming  what  they 
call  error,  by  advancing;  at  once  their  strongest  argumenti  to  wit:  an  or- 
der for  imprisoning  him  in  the  tower  of  London?" 

A.  It  was  in  consequence  of  a  misconstruction  of  the  sentiments  of 
William  Penn,  in  relation  to  the  holy  three  which  bear  record  in  heavCBi 
and  the  divinity  and  offices  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  that 
his  opponents  threw  him  into  prison ;  but  no  sooner  had  he  more  fully 
and  clearly  explained  his  meaning,  as  well  as  asserted  his  christian  faith 
on  those  points,  in  his  ''  Innocency  with  her  open  face,"  which  he  calls 
*^  an  Apology  for  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,"  than  he  was  released 
from  his  confinement.     But,  notwithstanding  the  clear  testimony  which 
he  gave  in  this  subsequent  work,  and  his  solemn  declaration,  that  he  never 
meant  either  to  deny  the  holy  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  or  the 
divinity  and  atonement  of  our  blessed  Lord,  either  prejudiced  opposert 
or  pretended  friends,  have,  down  to  the  present  day,  unjustly  epdeaTOur- 
cd  to  make  it  appear,  that ''  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,"  was  a  de- 
nial of  those  truths  which  he  declared  he  believed.     In  reply  to  doctor 
John  Collenges,  who  had  made  such  an  accusation,  William  Penn  wrote 
a  letter  dated  Eleventh-month  22nd,  1673,  in  which  he  says,  *'  l\\^  |na^ 
ter  insisted  upon  chiefly  relating  to  us  on  this  occasion  was,  that  well 
common  with  Socinians,  do  not  believe  Christ  to  be  the  etenial  Son  of 
God;  and  I  am  brought  for  proof  of  the  charge;  to  this  bath  been  al- 
ready answered,  that  my  book  called  ^  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,' 
touched  not  upon  this,  but  trinUy  and  separate  peraonaliiy;  but  this  will 
not  serve  thy  turn;  thou  must  both  accuse  us,  and  then  wring  and  rack 
our  books  to  maintain  it.     I  have  two  things  to  do ;  firat^  to  show  that 
I  express  nothing  that  divested  Christ  of  his  divinity;  next  declare  mj 
true  meaning  and  faith  in  the  matter."  He  then  enters  into  an  arramentto 
refute  the  quotation,  which  had  been  brought  to  prove  his  denial  of  the 
divinity  of  Christ;  and  afterwards  proceeds,  ^^and  now  I  will  tell  th^iS:; 
my  faith  in  this  matter,  I  do  heartily  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  i>  A|r 
only  true  and  everlasting  God,  by  whom  all  things  were  made  that  "" 
made,  in  the  heaven  above  or  in  the  earth  beneath,  or  the  waters  under 
earth;"  that  he  is  as  omnipotent,  so  omniscient,  and  omnipresent^  tlien;(i 
fore,  God.     This  is  confessed  by  me  in  two  books  printed  a  little  ~ 
the  ^  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,'  to  wit: '  Guide  Mistaken,'  page  38.  _^^. 
*  Trnth  Exalted,'  pages  14  and  IfL  also  at  large  in  my  '  Innocencf  witt 
her  open  face.'  "    Again,  in  speaking  of  the  subject  of  Christ's  atone- 
ment, he  says,  ^'  he  that  would  not  have  me  mistaken  on  purpose  to  rea- 
der his  charge  against  me  just,  whether  it  be  so  or  no,  may  Sjce  in  my 
apology  for  *  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,'  that  I  otherwise  meant  thia 
I  am  charactered.    In  short,  I  say  both  as  to  this,  and  the  other  poiat     i 
of  justification,  that  Jesus  Christ  was  a  sacrifice  for  sin;  that  he  was  let     | 
forth  to  be  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  to  declare 
God's  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  arc  past,  to  ail  that 
repented  and  had  faith  in  his  Son;  therein  the  love  of  God  appeared, 
that  he  declared  his  good  will,  thereby  to  be  reconciled ;  Christ  beariflg 
away  the  sins  that  are  past,  as  the  scape  goat  did  of  old ;  not  excludiBg 
inward  work,  for  till  that  is  begun  none  can  be  benefitted,  though  it  is 
not  the  work,  but  God's  free  love  that  remits  and  blots  out,  of  wb|ch  the 
death  of  Christ  and  his  sacrificing  of  himself,  was  a  most  certain  decla- 
ration  and  confirmation;  in  short,  that  declared  remission  to  all  who  be- 
lieve and  obey  for  the  sins  that  are  past,  which  is  the  first  part  of 
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Christ's  work,  (as  it  is  a  king's  to  pardon  a  traitor  before  he  advanceth 
him,)  and  hitherto  the  acquittance  imputes  a  righteousness,  inasmuch  as 
men  on  true  repentance,  are  imputed  as  clean  of  guilt  as  if  they  had  never 
sinned,  and  thus  far  justified;  but  the  completing  of  this,  by  the  working 
out  of  sin  inherent,  must  be  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  Christ  in  the 
heartf  destroying  the  old  man  and  his  deeds,  and  bringing  in  the  new 
and  everlasting  righteousness:  so  that  wliich  1  writ  against,  is  such  doc- 
trine as  extended  Christ's  death  and  obedience,  not  to  the  jirst^  but  this 
seconc/part  of  justification;  not  the  pacifying  conscience  as  to  past  sin,  but 
to  complete  salvation  without  cleansing  and  purging  from  all  filthincss 
of  flesh  and  spirit  by  the  internal  operation  of  his  holy  power  and  spirit." 
George  Whitehead,  who  was  the  companion  of  Wm.  Penn  in  the  dispute 
out  of  which  the  publication  of  the  "  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken"  grew, 

Sttblished  a  book  in  1669,  to  defend  Pcnn  and  himself  from  the  charge  of 
enying  the  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  and  the  divinity  and  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  which  he  entitled  **The  divinity  of  Christ  and  unity  of 
the  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  with  the  blessed  end  and  effects  of 
Christ's  appearance,  coming  in  the  flesh,  suflcring,  and  sacrifice  for 
sinners,  confessed  and  vindicated  by  his  followers,  the  Quakers:"  in 
which  he  says,  ^  it  is  manifest  that  some  of  the  hearers  that  were  present 
at  our  debadng  this  matter,  had  a  better  apprehension  and  understanding 
.  of  uSy  than  you  prejudiced  opposers  had;  for  some  of  them  apprehended 
that  we  opposed  your  unscriptural  terms,  and  words  put  upon  the  Deity, 
and  not  that  we  opposed  either  the  divinity  or  union  of  Father,  Son,  or 
Holy  Ghost;  neither  did  we  in  the  least  go  to  quarrel  with  any  funda- 
mental truth:  yea,  and  it  was  evident  to  many,  that  we  found  fault  with 
your  mlKalling  and  misrepresenting  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  Spirit, 
and  nercr  in  the  least  opposed  nor  questioned  there  being  three  such,  as 
meationed  in  the  scripture,  to  wit:  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost; 
'ilvt  there  openly  confessed  to  the  fundamental  truth  of  them  in  scripture 
r'^farms,"  wchard  Claridge  in  reply  to  Francis  Bugg,  an  apostate  from 
1^  Ae  Society  of  Friends,  who  quoted  from  the  ^  Sandy  Foundation  Shak- 
^'cife**  in  order  to  prove  William  Penn's  rejection  of  the  scripture  doctrine 
IJ^'Of  the  trinity  and  the  atonement  of  Christ,  has  clearly  stated,  that  the 
jkiily  doctrines  refuted  by  William  Penn  were  those  contained  in  the  title 
Mige  of  the  *'  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,"  to  wit:  *'  Of  one  God  subsist- 
ng  in  three  distinct  and  separate  person8>^the  impossibility  of  God's 
pardoning  sinners  without  a  plenary  satisfaction — and  the  justification 
of  impure  persons  by  an  imputative  righteousne8S|"-^from  which,  as 
well  as  other  works  %Tritten  upon  the  same  subject,  it  must  be  apparent 
to  all  unprejudiced  persons,  that  neither  William  Penn  nor  the  other 
early  Friends  ever  did  deny  the  scripture  doctrines  of  the  Holy  three,  or 
the  divinity  and  offices  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour,  Jesus  Christ. 

Q,  Did  William  Penn  ever  recant  any  of  the  doctrinal  views  contained 
in  the  *' Sandy  Foundation  Shaken?" 

A*  If  there  are  any  sentiments  in  that  work  in  contrariety  to  those 
contained  in  his  apology  for  it,  or  in  the  works  which  he  subsequently 
wrote,  declaratory  of  his  faith,  it  would  be  a  fair  inference  that  he  had 
recanted  them;  inasmuch  as  the  work  subsequently  written  may  be  con- 
sidered as  the  product  of  more  mature  reflection,  and  enlarged  religious 
experience.  The  **  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken"  was  written  only  two 
years  after  he  became  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  when 
twenty-four  years  of  age.     But  as  William  Penn  has  explained  the  sub- 
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jects  upon  which  that  work  was  written,  the  Society  of  Friends  never 
have  believed,  so  far  as  I  am  acquainted,  that  any  such  contrariety 
meant,  or  existed. 

Q.  Is  it  not,  therefore,  to  be  supposed  that  the  society  of  that  day 
willing  to  allow  him  that  christian  liberty  in  the  expression  of  hU  doc- 
trinal views  which  is  indicated  by  him  when  he  says,  *^I  do  not  say  mea 
are  never  to  express  their  minds  upon  any  place  of  scripture  to  edlfeca- 
tion;  there  is  a  christian  liberty  not  to  be  denied;  but  never  to  lay  down 
articles  of  faith,  which  ever  ought  to  be  in  the  very  language  of  holy 
writ,  to  avoid  temptation  and  strife.  You  see  how  the  contrary  metMi 
hath  been  the  great  make-bait  in  all  ages,  and  the  imposition  of  ucli 
opinion  the  privileg^e  of  hypocrites,  but  a  snare  of  many  honest  mind% 
to  be  sure  the  sad  occasion  of  feuds  and  miserable  divisions.  It  vu 
plainly  seen  that  by  many  disputes  that  rose  from  hence,  men's  wits  woe 
confounded  with  their  matters,  truth  was  lost,  and  brotherhood  destroyed. 
Thus  the  devil  acted  the  part  of  both  opponent  and  defendant,-  aoSd  mi^ 
naged  the  passions  of  both  parties  to  his  end,  which  was  discordl  sttf 
but  too  many  were  ready  to  persuade  themselves  from  the  miscarrit|fiK 
on  both  sides,  that  nothing  certain  could  be  concluded  about  religioili, 
for  it  so  fell  out  that  whilst  men  were  perpetually  wrangling  and  btva't 
ing  about  some  one  opinion  of  religion,  the  most  important  pointi  t^ 
faith  and  light  were  little  regarded,  unity  broken,  amity  destroyed,  aal^ 
those  wounds  made  that  were  never  closed,  but  with  the  eMiActilm,dt'' 
one  party;  not  a  good  Samaritan  being  to  be  found  to  heal  and  clme 
them?"  [1st  Works,  750.] 

A.  The  question  now  put  to  me  by  the  counsel  divides  itself  info  two 
parts:  ^r«/,  in  relation  to  the  christian  liberty  which  the  Society  of  Fiieadi  < 
allowed  its  members;  to  which  I  answer,  that  while  the  society  never  htf 
assumed  the  right  to  pry  into  the  secrets  of  men's  hearts,  or  ttf  compel 
any  to  join  in  communion  with  them,  they  have  as  constantly  naintaiMd 
that  every  religious  society  has  the  undoubted  right  to  define  and  setlh 
the  terms  of  its  own  communion,  both  as  respects  doctrines  and  prs^ 
tices:  and  that  where  any  professing  to  be  members  of  a  religious  bodji 
promulgate  opinions  inconsistent  with,  or  contrary  to,  the  acknowledfid' 
doctrines  of  that  body,  it  has  a  right  to  expel  them  from  its  coimnumoa' 
if  they  persist  in  asserting  such  opinions.  And  they  contend  tlMit  this 
is  no  oppression,  inasmuch  as  if  an  individual  is  dissatisfied  with  the 
doctrines  of  the  body  with  which  he  is  in  connexion,  he  is  at  liberty  to 
withdraw  from  it,  and  associate  with  those  whose  opinions  are  umilair 
to  his  own.  They  also  hold  that  no  individual  can  consistendy  plead 
his  conscientious  scruple  in  opposition  to  the  authority  and  goviemmait 
of  the  church,  but  must  submit  to  what  it  has  determined  in  relation  to 
matters  of  faith  or  practice,  or  else  be  disowned  by  it,  or  withdraw  frois 
its  communion.  Thus  Robert  Barclay,  in  his  Treatise  on  Church  Go- 
vernment, a  work  published  under  the  sanction  of  the  society,  approved 
and  several  times  printed  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia;,  sajii 
<*  As  to  the  Jiratf  whether  the  church  of  Christ  have  power  in  any  caaei 
that  are  matters  of  conscience,  to  give  a  positive  sentence  and  deciiioa 
which  may  be  obligatory  upon  believers,  I  answer  affirmatively,  she  hatb: 
and  shall  prove  it  in  divers  instances,  both  from  scripture  and  reaaos: 
for  yir«/,  all  principles  and  articles  of  faith  which  are  held  doctrinallyf 
are,  in  respect  to  those  that  believe  them,  matters  of  conscience.*'  After 
speaking  of  the  conscience  of  Papists  in  relation  to  the  worship  of  imageSf 
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etc.  he  proceeds,  ''Now,  I  say,  wc  being  gathered  into  the  belief  of  cer- 
tain principles  and  doctrines  without  any  constraint,  or  worldly  respect, 
but  by  th6  mere  force  of  truth  upon  our  understanding,  and  its  power 
and  influence  upon  our  hearts,  these  principles  and  doctrines,  and  the 
practices  necessarily  depending  upon  them  arc,  as  it  were,  the  terms  that 
have  drawn  us  together,  and  the  bond  by  which  we  became  centred  into 
one  body  and  fellowship,  and  distinguished  from  others.     Now  if  any 
one  or  more  so  engaged  with  us,  should  arise  to  teach  any  other  doctrine, 
or  doctrines,  contrary  to  these  which  were  the  ground  of  our  being  one, 
wbocan  deny  but  the  body  hath  power,  in  such  a  case,  to  declare  this  is 
not  according  to  the  truth  we  profess,  and  therefore,  wc  pronounce  such 
and  such  doctrines  to  be  wrong,  with  which  we  cannot  have  unity,  nor  yet 
any  more  spiritual  fellowship  with  those  that  hold  them,  and  so  such  cut 
themselves  oif  from  being  members,  by  dissolving  the  very  bond  by  which 
they  were  linked  to  the  body.    Now  this  cannot  be  accounted  tyranny  and 
oppression,  no  more  than  in  a  civil  society,  if  one  of  the  society  shall  con- 
tradict one  or  more  of  the  fundamental  articles,  upon  which  the  society 
Iras  contracted,  can  be  reckoned  a  breach  or  iniquity  in  the  whole  society, 
to  declare  that  such  contradictors  have  done  wrong,  and  forfeited  their 
right  in  that  society.  In  case  by  the  original  constitution,  the  nature  of  the 
contradiction  implies  such  a  forfeiture,  as  it  usually  is;  and  will  no  doubt 
hold  in  religious  matters:"  again, ''  if  the  apostles  of  Christ  of  old,  and  the 
preachers  of  the  everlasting  gospel  in  this  day,  had  told  all  people,  how- 
ever wrong  they  found  them  in  their  faith  and  principles,  our  charity 
and  love  is  such,  we  dare  not  judge  you  nor  separate  from  you,  but  let 
us  all  live  in  love  together,  and  every  one  enjoy  his  own  opinion,  and  all 
will  be  well,  how  should  the  nations  have  been,  or  what  way  can'  they 
be  now  brought  to  truth  and  righteousness?    Would  not  the  devil  love 
this  doctrine  well,  by  which  darkness  and  ignorance,  error  and  confu- 
sion, might  still  continue  in  the  earth,  unreproved  and  uncondemned;" 
and  again, ''  were  such  a  principle  to  be  received  or  believed,  that  \ti  the 
church  of  Christ  no  man  should  be  separated  from,  no  man  condemned, 
or  excluded  the  fellowship  and  communion  of  the  body,  for  his  judgment 
or  opinion  in  matters  of  faith,  then  what  blasphemies  so  horrid,  what 
heresy  so  damnable,  what  doctrine  of  devils  but  might  harbour  itself  in 
the  church  of  Christ?  What  need  then  of  sound  doctrine,  if  no  doctrine 
jnake  unsound?     What  need  of  convincing  and  exhorting  gainsayers, 
if  to  gainsay  be  no  crime?    Where  should  the  unity  of  the  faith  be? 
Were  not  this  an  inlet  to  all  manner  of  abomination,  and  to  make  void 
the  whole  tendency  of  Christ's  and  his  apostles'  doctrine,  and  render  the 
gospel  of  none  cflcct,  and  give  a  liberty  to  the  unconstant  and  giddy 
will  of  man  to  innovate,  alter,  and  overturn  it  at  his  pleasure?     So  that 
from  all  that  is  above  mentioned  we  do  safely  conclude,  that  when  a  peo- 
ple arc  gathered  into  a  belief  of  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  gos- 
pel of  Christ,  if  any  of  that  people  shall  go  from  their  principles,  and 
assert  things  false  and  contrary  to  what  they  have  already  received,  such 
as  stand  and  abide  Arm  in  the  faith  have  power  by  the  spirit  of  God, 
after  they  have  used  christian  endeavours  to  convince  and  reclaim  them, 
upon  their  obstinacy,  to  separate  from  such,  and  to  exclude  them  from 
their  spiritual  fellowship  and  communion.  For  otherwise,  if  this  be  de- 
nied, farewell  to  all  Christianity,  or  the  maintaining  of  any  sound  doc- 
trine in  the  church  of  Christ  "•--{Barclay's  Anarchy  of  the  Ranters,  p. 
53  to  59.]    In  conformity  with  these  views,  as  early  as  the  year  1676, 
Vol.  I.— 39 
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Jeffery  Bullock  was  disowned  from  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  for 
teaching  or  declaring,  *'  that  wc  are  neither  to  expect  justification  nor 
condemnation,  by  that  Christ  that  died  at  Jerusalem,"  and  for  denying 
that  "  in  offering  himself  up  there,  he  was  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  for  the 
sins  of  the  whole  world."  And  in  consequence  of  the  difficulties  that 
arose  out  of  the  defection  of  George  Keith  and  his  followers,  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  London,  in  the  year  IG94,  made  the  following  rule  of  diici- 
pline:  '^If  there  be  any  such  gross  errors,  false  doctrines,  or  mistakes* 
held  by  any  professing  truth,  as  are  either  against  the  validity  of  Christ's 
sufferings,  blood,  resurrection,  ascension,  or  glory  in  the  heavens,  accord 
ing  as  they  are  set  forth  in  the  scriptures,  or  in  any  way  tending  to  the 
denial  of  the  heavenly  man,  Christ,  such  persons  ought  to  be  diligently 
instructed  and  admonished  by  faithful  Friends,  and  not  to  be  ezposedi 
by  any,  to  public  reproach;  and  where  the  error  proceeds  from  ignorancCi 
and  the  darkness  of  their  understanding,  they  ought  the  more  meeklf 
and  gently  to  be  informed.  But  if  any  shall  wilfully  persist  in  error  il 
point  of  faith,  after  being  duly  informed,  then  such  to  be  further  deilt 
with  according  to  gospel  order,  that  the  truth,  church,  or  body  of  Christ 
may  not  suffer  by  any  particular  pretended  member,  that  is  so  comi  ^" 
The  same  views  as  these  are  entertained  by  the  society  to  the  preseBt 
day^  and  numerous  instances  have  occurred  within  the  last  fifty  yearsi  ii 
"which  persons  have  been  disowned  for  unsoundness  of  doctrine.  jSSsom^ 
/y,  as  regards  the  quotation  from  William  Penn,  it  is  there  evident  that 
he  maintains  that  the  doctrines  of  the  holy  scriptures  are  to  be  kept  to: 
and  that  the  evil  consequences  which  he  there  portrays^  proceed  not 
from  maintaining  the  doctrines  of  holy  scripture,  but  from  a  departure 
from  them,  and  the  introduction  of  school  terms.  He  ever  maintained 
in  conformity  with  the  society,  '^  that  whatsoever,  either  doctrine  or 
practice,  though  under  pretensions  to  the  immediate  dictates  and  teach- 
ings of  the  spirit,  is  contrary  to  the  holy  scriptures,  ought  to  be  rejected 
and  disowned  as  false  and  erroneous ;"  for  he  says,  that  ^*  we  renonnce 
all  fantastical  and  whimsical  intoxications,  or  any  pretence  to  the  rere^ 
lation  of  new  matter,  in  opposition  to  the  ancient  gospel  declared  by  t 
Christ  Jesus  and  his  apostles;  and,  therefore,  not  the  revelation  of  new  j 
things,  but  the  renewed  revelation  of  the  eternal  way  of  truth."— [Worklj 
vol.  ii.  p.  48.]  And  again,  "  Nay,  after  all,  so  unjust  is  the  chargei 
(alluding  to  the  charge  of  undervaluing  the  scriptures  and  their  au- 
thority,) and  so  remote  from  our  belief  concerning  the  holy  scriptures, 
that  we  both  love,  honour,  and  prefer  them  before  all  books  in  the  world, 
ever  choosing  to  express  our  belief  of  the  christian  faith  and  doctrine  in 
the  terms  thereof,  and  rejecting  all  principles  or  doctrines  whatsoevery 
that  are  repugnant  thereunto."— [lb.  p.  878.] 

Adjourned  until  to-morrow  morning  at  nine  o'clock. 

Saturday  morning,  October  23d,  1830,  at  nine  O'clock,  A.  M.  Crosi- 
examination  of  the  same  witness  continued. 

Question.  In  whose  possession  are  the  minutes  of  the '' Meeting  for 
Sufferings  of  Philadelphia,"  from  the  beginning? 

Answer.  I  am  unable  to  answer  that  question. 

Q.  Who  is  the  clerk  of  that  meeting  ? 

A.  I  am  not  a  member  of  it,  but  my  understanding  is  that  Jonathan 
Evans  is  the  clerk. 
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Q.  Do  you  not  know  whether  or  not  he  is  in  possession  of  the  records 
of  that  meeting? 

A.  I  believe  he  has  possession  of  part  of  them,  but  the  question  re- 
lated to  the  whole  of  them,  from  the  earliest  period  to  the  present  time. 

Q,  What  part  of  them  is  he  in  possession  of? 

A.  He  has  the  book  in  which  the  minutes  are  now  recorded,  and 
whether  any  other  or  not,  I  cannot  certainly  say.  I  do  not  know  how 
many  there  are,  nor  how  many  he  has. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  of  them  being  in  the  possession  of  any  other 
person? 

A.  There  is  a  fire-proof  room,  in  which  many  of  the  records  and  pa- 
pers of  the  society  are  deposited,  and  whether  there  be  any  of  them 
there  or  not,  I  am  unable  to  say.  I  do  not  know  of  any  individual  hav- 
ing any  of  those  books  in  his  possession,  except  the  person  alluded  to. 

Q-  Who  has  charge  of  that  fire-proof  room? 
'    A.  I  do  not  know.     It  is  in  the  property  belonging  to  the  Philadelphia 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  it  may  be  in  the  charge  of  that  Monthly  Meeting, 
but  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Is  it  in  the  charge  of  persons  whom  you  acknowledge  as  members 
of  your  society? 

A.  I  have  aJready  stated,  that  I  did  not  know  in  whose  charge  it  was, 
if  it  be  in  charge  of  the  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  that  Monthly 
Meeting  is  a  part  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  Has  Jonathan  Evans  access  to  that  fire-proof  room? 

A.  He  has  had  access  to  it. 

Q.  Could  he  have  again,  if  he  desired  it? 

A.  The  person  who  has  the  key  of  that  room  would  probably  give 
him  access  to  it,  if  he  were  to  demand  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  person? 

A.  The  key  is  placed  with  Thomas  Stcwardsonj  but  whether  the 
key  is  thus  placed  with  him,  for  him  to  give  access  to  any  and  every  per- 
son to  the  room  in  his  discretion,  or  whether,  as  regards  that  matter,  he 
is  ander  the  direction  of  those  who  have  charge  of  the  room,  and  subject 
to  their  instructions,  is  unknown  to  mc. 

Q.  Does  Thomas  Stcwardson  belong  to  the  society  which  you  recog- 
nise as  Friends? 

A^  He  is  a  member  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  Has  each  Monthly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  a  rigfit  to  the  use  of 
that  fire-proof  room? 

A.  I  am  really  unable  to  state  whether  that  be  the  fact  or  not;  but  1 
believe  that  all  the  Monthly  Meetings  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends 
in  Philadelphia  deposit  their  papers  there. 

And  the  said  Thomas  Evans  being  again  examined  in  chief,  on  the 
part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  affirms  as  follows,  viz: 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  In  your  cross-examination,  you  were  asked, 
whether  every  subject  that  came  up  on  the  reports  from  the  Quarterly 
Meetings  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  was  not  left  unacted  upon — to 
which  you  have  answered,  that  those  subjects  were  all  connected  with, 
or  had  grown  out  of,  the  controversy  respecting  the  doctrines  of  F.liaa 
Hicks.  Can  you  state  how  those  subjects  were  connected  with,  and  had 
|pt)wn  out  of,  that  controversy,  and  what  they  were  ? 

Answer.  One  principal  means  relied  upon  by  those  who  have  since  se- 
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ceded  from  our  religious  society,  for  spreading  the  doctrines  which  thef 
in  common  with  Ellas  Hicks  held,  was  the  preaching  of  those  ministers 
who  attached  themselves  to  their  party;  and  as  in  the  constitution  of  our 
religious  society,  the  care  of  the  ministers  is  peculiarly  coniidcd  to  the 
elders,  to  reprove  and  advise  them,  and  also  to  the  meetings  of  ministen 
and  elders,  they  were  anxious  to  procure  such  change  in  the  ^liscipline 
as  should  place  the  eldership  more  completely  under  their  own  controli 
and  enable  them  to  remove  such  ciders  as  were  known  to  be  unfaTOir- 
^blc  to  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines;  and  as  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings 
also  formed  an  important  branch  in  the  constitution  of  our  societyy  and 
as  a  large  number  of  its  members  were  also  known  to  be  in  favour  of' 
supporting  the  ancient  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  it  became  n 
important  object  with  them  so  to  change  the  constitution  of  that  meet- 
ing, as  to  placp  it  under  their  control,  or  entirely  discontinue  it.   Hencei 
the  propositions  brought  up  from  Abington  and  Bucks  Quarterly  Mee^ 
;ng89  which  were  made  by  that  party,  and  entirely  carried  by  tfaemt  ar 
eluded  such  a  change  in  the  mode  of  appointing  elders,  as  should. make 
it  periodical,  and  for  a  limited  time;  and  also,  that  Monthly  Meeliiig^. 
should  have  the  power  of  renioying  elders  from  their  oilicet  whenever-^,' 
they  apprehended  they  had  lost  their  service.     And  as  regarded  thr   i 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  that  if  it  should  be  thought  best  to  continue  that  - ' 
body  at  all,  the  appointments  should  be  made  entirely  by  the  Quaiteriy 
Meetings,  and  subject  to  their  removal.     A  proposition}  involving  the 
periodical  appointment  of  all  important  ofHces  in  the  society^  had  beet 
brought  up  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  from  one  or  both  of  the  same  Qaa^ 
terly  Meetings,  I  think,  two  years  before.     The  subjects  from  Philadet 
phia  Quarterly  Meeting  were,  a  case  of  difficulty  between  the  Quarter 
and  one  of  its  Monthly  Meetings,  in  consequence  of  the  appeal  of  an  in- 
dividual, whose  Monthly  Meeting,  without  appointing  any  committee  to     i 
visit  hini,  or  giving  him  any  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  own     < 
defence,  had  displaced  him  from  his  station  as  an  elder,  and  made  %    \ 
minute,  declaring  him  to  be  in  disunity;  it  being  well  knowOi  that  the 
cause  of  their  proceeding  in  his  case  was,  because  he  could  not  conio- 
entiously  unite  with  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks.     The  other  subject 
was  a  proposal  for  the  consideration  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  whether 
there  shouldlnot  be  some  explanation,  as  regarded  the  right  of  an  ap- 
pellanti  to  object  to  persons  appointed  on  the  committee  to  hear  his  ap» 
peaL 

Q.  Did  all  the  difficulties  which  occurred  in  that  Yearly  Meetingt  tad 
which  led  to  the  secession  of  a  portion  of  the  societyy  originate  from  the 
differences  of  opinion  entertained  by  the  society  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  the 
doctrines  which  he  taught? 

A.  In  all  the  Quarterly  Meetings  of  that  Yearly  Meeting,  where  iny 
difficulties  had  existed  previously  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827,  thej 
arose  out  of,  or  were  connected  with,  the  controversy  respecting  the  doc- 
trines of  Elias  Hicks,  and  were  occasioned,  either  by  the  attempts  of  his 
followers,  to  introduce  innovations  on  the  established  usages  and  the  dis- 
cipline of  the  society,  or  to  impede  the  execution  and  support  of  the  diir 
cipline  and  order  of  society  to  further  their  views.     In  at  le?wt  two  of  the 
Quarterly  Meetings,  the  first  difficulties  which  occurred  at  all,  were  pro- 
duced by  the  proposition  to  separate;  and,  I  think,  in  six  of  them,  there 
had  been  no  difficulty  previous  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827.     I  con* 
sider  the  whole  of  the  difficulties  into  which  the  society  has  been  un- 
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hsppily[introduced,  as  attributable,  directly  or  indirectly^  to  the  attempts 
made  by  Ellas  Hicks  and  his  followers,  to  promulgate  doctrines  contrary 
to  those  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  and  to  change  its  organiza- 
don  and  discipline. 

Q.  Were  those  persons  who  introduced  and  advocated  these  proposi- 
tions for  a  change  in  the  order  and  constitution  of  the  Meeting  for  Suf- 
ferings and  the  meeting  for  ministers  and  elders,  the  same  who  after- 
wards separated  themselves  from  the  society,  and  originated  the  meeting 
•pokea  of  in  Green  and  Cherry  streets? 

A.  They  were  among  the  active  leaders  and  promoters  of  that  sepa- 
Tttion,  and  were  engaged  in  the  establishment  of  the  separate  meeting 
aUuded  to. 

Q.  At  the  time  of  the  organization  of  that  meeting,  and  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death,  was  Elias  Hicks  generally  reputed  to  be  in  full  unity 
withy  and  his  religious  principles  and  doctrines  approved  and  advocated 
hff  the  society  composing  that  meeting? 

t  •  A*  He  was,  at  that  period,  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  death:  many  of 
llhose  who  constituted  that  meeting,  had  in  various  ways  advocated  his 
|taMe  and  defended  his  doctrines.  The  works  which  contained  his  ser- 
pums  were  J^nown  to  be  subscribed  for  and  extensively  circulated  by  and 
among  them,  with  approbation:  and  they  had  so  fully  identified  them- 
■dres  with  him  and  his  doctrines,  that  the  distinction  between  them  and 
Friends  w;is  well  known  to  the  public,  and  they  reputed  to  be  his  fol- 
lowers. 

Q.  Has  that  meeting  ever  been  recognised  by  the  great  body  of  the 
^society,  either  in  this  country  or  in  Europe,  as  a  meeting  of  the  Society 
of  Friends? 

A*  It  never  has:  but  on  the  contrary  the  secession  has  been  testified 
against  by  all  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  in  the  world. 

Q.  Have  they  acquired  to  themselves  a  name  by  which  they  are  gene- 
rally known  and  designated? 

A.  They  have:  from  the  close  and  intimate  connexion  and  unity  which 
has  long  subsisted  between  them  and  Elias  Hicks,  and  their  approbation 
of  his  doctrines  and  principles,  they  became  distinguished  from  Friends 
by  the  name  of  Hicksites,  in  the  same  manner  as  other  bodies  of  pro- 
fessors have  been  distipguished  by  the  names  of  their  founders. 

Q.  Was  this  name  given  to  them  spontaneously  by  the  community  at 
large,  or  was  it  assigned  to  them  by  the  society  from  which  they  had 
seceded? 

A.  It  was  given  to  them  by  the  community  at  large,  and  also  assumed 
by  themselves,  or  by  individuals  of  their  own  party.  The  first  person 
whom  I  ever  heard  use  the  term  was  one  of  their  party,  and  the  first 
time  I  ever  ^aw  it  in  print,  was  in  a  pamphlet  published  by  themselves, 
or  by  individuals  of  that  party;  I  do  not  mean  to  say  by  that  society  itself. 

Q.  Previous  to  the  separation  in  the  society  in  1827,  had  Elias  Hicks 
and  others  who  advocated  him  and  his  doctrines,  publicly  taught  within 
the  limits  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  doctrines  repugnant  to 
those  which  had  always  been  considered  as  fundamental  by  the  Society 
of  Friends? 

A.  They  had,  extensively:  several  visits  had  been  made  by  him  within 
that  Yearly  Meeting,  in  which  he  had  promulgated  such  sentiments;  and 
the  first  visit  in  which  he  began  openly  to  promulgate  those  doctrines, 
was  followed  almost  immediately  by  the  introduction  of  discord  and  dis- 
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union  into  the  society:  many  individuals  in  the  said  meeting  embracing 
and  advocating;  his  unsound  views,  and  labouring  in  various  ways  to 
spread  them  more  extensively  in  its  borders. 

Q.  Was  it  the  expression  of  their  disapprobation  of  these  unsound 
doctrines  by  Friends  that  developed  the  views  of  those  who  became  the 
advocates  and  adherents  of  Elias  Hicks,  as  above  stated?  fH 

A.  It  was  the  stand  which  Friends  made  against  the  introduction  of 
those  unsound  principles,  and  their  endeavours  to  support  the  ancient 
doctrines  of  the  society,  which  fully  developed  the  views  of  those  who 
have  since  seceded,  and  led  to  their  secession  from  Friends. 

Q.  Were  those  persons  who  thus  early  became  the  advocates  of  £liu 
Hicks  and  his  doctrines,  the  same,  or  identified,  with  those  who  first 
introduced  the  propositions  for  changes  in  the  order  and  discipline  of 
the  society,  and  who,  failing  therein,  afterwards  seceded  from  it? 

A.  They  were  the  same  persons,  or  connected  with  their  party, 

Q.  From  the  earliest  period  of  these  diiFicuIties  originating  from 
doctrines  taught  by  Elias  Hicks,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  separatioi 
the  society,  was  any  proposition  offered,  or  any  attempt  made,  by 
portion  of  the  society  who  disapproved  of  his  doctrines,  in  any  res^ 
to  change  the  order  and  constitution  of  either  the  Meeting  for  Sufferiii|^ 
or  the  meeting  for  ministers  and  elders? 

A.  There  was  no  such  proposition  made  by  them,  nor  any  attempt  td 
alter  the  discipline  in  any  way,  so  Car  as  I  remember,  except  the  proposal 
to  which  I  have  before  alluded,  respecting  the  right  of  an  appellant  to 
object  to  the  persons  nominated  on  the  committee  to  hear  his  appeal 

Q.  Did  the  difHcultics  spoken  of  always  occur  upon  propositions  mwAi 
for  changes  in  the  order  and  discipline  of  the  society  on  the  part  of  thostf 
who  have  seceded,  and  from  the  efforts  made  by  those  who  have  cdi- 
tinued  in  the  society,  to  preserve  its  order  and  discipline? 

A.  They  did  occur  from  those  causes,  in  every  instance  with  which  I 
am  acquainted. 

Q.  Has  a  violation  of  the  order  and  discipline  of  the  society,  if  pe^ 
sisted  in,  always  been  considered  a  sufficient  cause  for  disownment  ilt  > 
the  societv? 

A.  It  has  been,  if  after  the  extension  of  the  usual  care,  the  individoil 
cannot  be  convinced  of  his  error,  and  induced  to  condemn  the  same  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Is  the  setting  up  of  a  meeting  for  worship  and  discipline,  by  t 
portion  of  the  members  of  an  existing  meeting  within  the  limits  of  thft 
meeting,  without  its  assent  and  approbation,  consistent  with  the  order 
and  discipline  of  the  society? 

A.  No,  it  is  nol^— but  a  violation  of  both. 

Q.  Would  those  who  had  thus  set  up  such  meeting  be  liable  to  dis- 
ownment? 

A.  They  certainly  would.     The  very  preservation  and  existence  of 
the  society  as  a  distinct  body  of  christian  professors  would  require  it 
^  Q.  Is  the  propagation  of  unsound  doctrines  by  a  member  of  the  so- 
ciety, if  persisted  in  after  proper  admonition,  a  sufficient  ground  for  dii- 
ownmcnt? 

A.  It  is;  there  is  an  express  rule  of  discipline  on  the  subject. 

Q.  You  have  stated  in  your  cross-examination,  that  those  who  lepa-  ' 
rated  themselves  from  the  society  in  their  meeting  of  Foarth-OMiiA-  '  j 
1 827,  had  declared,  that  ''  the  doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  sock  '^ 


311 

which  they  believed  to  be  sound  and  edifyinq^,  were  pronounced  by  the 
other  part  to  be  unsound  and  spurious."  Was  that  declaration  at  the 
time  well  understood,  and  acknowledged  by  all  parties  to  relate  to  the 
doctrines  held  and  propagated  by  Elias  Hicks,  and  those  who  entertain- 
ed the  same  sentiments  with  him? 

A.  It  was  the  universal  understanding;  and  I  have  never  heard  it  con- 
tradicted by  themselves  or  any  others,  that  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks 
and  his  party  were  those  alluded  to. 

Q.  Was  this  difference  of  opinions  in  the  society^  as  to  these  doc- 
trines, publicly  assigned  by  those  who  withdrew  from  the  society,  as  the 
cause  for  their  withdrawal  or  secession  from  it? 

A.  The  epistle  of  Fourth-month,  does  allege  .that  this  difference  of 
opinion  has  been  the  original  cause  of  the  difHculties  which  eventuated 
in  their  secession. 

Q.  You  have  been  examined  as  to  the  authorship  of  a  book  entitled, 
SA  **  Eixposition,"  Sec.  and  as  to  the  subject  matters  upon  which  it  pro- 
SesMs  to  treat.  Will  you  state  the  circumstances  and  reasons  which 
Ipi  you  to  make  and  publish  that  compilation? 
&'\Am  In  consequence  of  the  promulgation  of  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks, 
rntairi  their  being  adopted  and  espoused  by  many  other  individuals  then 
members  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  their  unjustly  asserting,  that 
iktjf  were  the  doctrines  of  thq||ociety,  its  religious  character  and  prin- 
ciples were  injured  and  misrepH^nted,  as  denying  some  of  the  funda- 
mental doctrines  of  the  christian  religion.  It  was  in  part  with  a  view  to 
correct  these  misrepresentations,  and  also  to  diffuse  more  widely  a  know- 
kdge  of  the  real  principles  of  Friends,  as  held  from  the  beginning,  that 
I  prepared  and  published  that  work. 

Q.  If  a  Monthly  Meeting  apprehends  itself  to  be  aggrieved  by  the 
proceedings  of  its  Quarterly  Meeting,  can  it,  by  any  act  of  its  own,  re- 
dress that  grievance,  or  what  course  must  it  take  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining redress? 
A.  The  discipline  of  our  society  fully  recognises  the  right  of  appeal 
,  for  persons  who  apprehend  themselves  aggrieved ;  and  if  a  Monthly 
Meeting  apprehended  that  it  was  aggrieved  by  the  proceedings  of  its 
Quarterly  Meeting,  the  proper  mode  of  redress,  according  to  the  order 
and  usages  of  society,  would  be  an  appeal  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  its 
judgment  and  decision  in  the  case. 

Q.  Have  any  instances  of  this  kind  occurred  within  the  limits  of  the 
Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Owing  to  the  harmony  which  generally  prevailed  in  the  society 
previously  to  1 827,  there  has  seldom  been  occasion  for  Monthly  Meet- 
ings to  exercise  such  privilege  of  appeal:  there  is  one  case  however, 
which  is  clearly  to  the  point.  The  Monthly  Meeting  of  Middletown  in 
Bucks  county,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  judgment  of  Bucks  Quarterly 
Meeting,  appealed  from  its  decision  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadel- 
phia, in  the  year  1758.  The  Yearly  Meeting  entered  it  on  its  minutes  as 
a  regular  appeal,  and  appointed  a  committee  to  hear  both  parties,  and 
report  their  sense  and  judgment  thereon.  The  committee  subsequently 
reported  to  the  same  Yearly  Meeting,  that  they  had  examined  into  the 
case,  and  thought  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  ought  to  reverse  its  judg- 
'«  ment;  and  a  committee  was  appointed  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  go 
down  and  settle  the  subject  accordingly.  This  committee  reported  to 
^  dm  Yearly  Heeting  in  the  year  1759,  that  the  business  was  settled  to  the 
^HtlabctlM  ^  all  parties. 
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Q.  Have  you  ever  known  an  instance,  or  is  there  any  such  on  record 
in  the  society,  of  a  Monthly  Meeting,  instead  of  pursuing  thia  orderly 
course  for  obtaining  redress,  attempting  to  break  off  from  its  pn^per 
Quarterly  Meeting,  and  join  itself  to  another  Quarter? 

A.  I  know  of  no  such  instance  prior  to  the  separation  in  1827;  neither 
does  any  history  of  the  society,  nor  any  of  its  records  which  I  hare  ever 
seen  or  heard  of,  contain  any  such  instance. 

Q.  Would  not  such  an  attempt,  if  persisted  in,  be  a  violation  of  the 
order  and  discipline  of  the  society,  and  subject  all  those  who  might  be 
concerned  in  it  to  disownment,  or  if  united  in  by  the  whole  meetingi  sub- 
ject the  said  meeting  to  be  laid  down? 

A.  It  certainty  would;  because  it  would  be  a  direct  attempt  to  break 
up  the  very  institutions  of  the  society;  and  therefore  contrary  to  the  whole 
tenor  of  its  discipline  and  order. 

And  the  said  Thomas  Evans  being  further  cross-examined  cm  die  part 
of  the  said  Stacy  Dccow  et  aly  affirms  as*  follows. 

Question.  What  was  the  subject  of  difficulty  between  Middletown 
Monthly  Meeting  and  Bucks  Quarter? 

Answer.  Middletown  Monthly  Meeting  had  disowned  an  indxrlduJ^ 
and  the  Quarterly  Meeting  reinstated  her. 

Q.  How  did  the  matter  come  up  to  t])A  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  On  the  reports  from  the  Quarterlylleeting,  as  appeals  araaUy  do. 

Q.  It  was  a  question  then  of  appeal  respecting  the  right  of  an  indi- 
vidual to  membership,  and  not  of  the  dissolution  of  the  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  It  involved  the  right  of  membership  of  that  individual,  and  also 
the  judgment  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  that  case:  if  the  existence  of 
the  Monthly  Meeting  had  been  at  stake,  it  would  doubtless  have  bun 
mentioned  also. 

Q.  But  that  was  not  mentioned? 

A.  No :  the  case  did  not  involve  it.  ' 

Q.  From  what  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings  did  the  propositioa 
come,  respecting  the  right  of  an  appellant  to  object  to  the  persons  no- 
minated on  his  committee? 

A.  I  have  before  stated  that  it  was  from  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing, but  am  not  certain  as  regards  the  Monthly  Meeting  from  which  it 
came:  I. believe  it  was  the  western  district  (in  Philadelphia)  but  I  cannot 
speak  positively. 

Q.  What  is  about  the  number  of  Friends  in  all  parts  of  the  worUott 
of  the  continent  of  North  America? 

A.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  form  an  estimate,  as  the  numbers  hare 
been  variously  computed :  it  would  probably  be  safe  to  say  that  they  do 
not  much  exceed  thirty  thousand. 

Q.  Did  not  those  who  opposed  those  you  designate  as  seceding,  cUin 
for  elders  and  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  the  right  to  hoU 
their  appointments  indefinitely,  and  deny  the  right  of  those  who  appointed 
them  to  release  them  when  the  appointing  body  judged  their  serviceor 
qualifications  for  the  appointment  had  ceased? 

A.  In  conformity  with  the  discipline  and  usages  of  the  society, Frifisdf 
claimed  that  they  held  their  appointments  until,  through  negligcaccor 
unfaithfulness,  or  some  other  disorderly  conduct,  they  had  lost  thdr 
services,  and  that  meetings  were  not  at  liberty  in  a  summary  and  niuA' 
thorized  manner  to  displace  them  therefrom:  and  it  would  seem  tbtt 
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those  who  have  since  seccdedy  understood  this  lo  be  Ihe  meauing  of  the 
discipline,  inasmuch  as  the  propositions  brought  into  the  Yearly  Meeting 
in  1827  from  Bucks  and  Abington,  included  i^  proposal  for  such  a  change 
in  the  discipline,  as  that  Monthly  or  Quarterly  Meetings  might  remove 
them  at  their  pleasure. 

Q.  Was  not  their  proposition  for  2l  periodical  change? 

A.  It  was  for  that,  and  for  the  other  also. 

Q.  Could  not  the  proposition  be  declaratory  6f  a  right  that  alrefidy 
exbted,  as  well  as  to  be  alterative  of  the  discipline? 

A.  It  could  be  so,  and  it  was  otherwise  also,  inasmuch  as  it  proposed 
such  change  as  should  give  that  power  to  the  meetings. 

Q.  What  are  the  names  of  the  principal  preachers  to  whom  you  have 
referred,  when  speaking  of  their  preaching  being  a  principal  means  of 
spreading  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  I  have  not  referred  to  any  principal  preachers,  but  to  their  preach- 
ing* &c. 

Q*  I  ask  to  whom  you  referred — who  were  the  principal  ministers  to 
wbom  you  referred  as  preaching? 

A.  Elias  Hicks,  Townsend  Hawkshurst,  John  Mott,  Edward  Hicks, 
Thomas  Wethcrald,  John  Comly,  Abraham  Lower,  and  I  can  enumerate 
many  others  if  it  be  necessary — these  are  a  part  of  those  to  whom  I  al- 
laded,  but  there  are  many  others. 

Q.  When  was  the  first  visit  of  Elias  Hicks  within  the  limits  of  the 
Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  when  he  began  to  promulgate  what  you' 
consider  unsound  doctrines? 

A.  The  visit  in  which  he  made  the  most  open  promulgation  of  his 
unsound  doctrines,  and  to  which  I  have  alluded  as  being  immediately 
succeeded  by  the  introduction  of  discord  into  the  society,  was  in  the 
winter  of  1822-3. 

Q.  Was  that  the  Jirst  visit  to  which  the  witness  had  reference  when  so 
speaking? 

A.  It  was  the  visit  to  which  I  had  reference. 

Q.  Between  the  quotations  made  by  you  from  the  epistle  issued  from 
the  Green  street  meeting  of  Fourth-month,  1827,  is  there  not  an  omission 
of  these  words,  ^"^  measures  have  been  pursued  which  we  deem  oppres- 
sive, and  in  their  nature  and  tendency  calculated  to  undermine  and  de- 
stroy those  benefits,  to  establish  and  perpetuate  which  should  be  the 
purpose  of  every  religious  association.  It  is  only  under  the  influence  of 
the  peaceable  spirit  and  wisdom  of  Jesus  that  discipline  can  be  properly 
administered,  or  the  affairs  of  the  church  transacted  'with  decency*  and 
in  order.  This  blessed  influence  is  a  wall  of  defenre,  on  the  right  hand 
and  on  the  left,  protecting  all,  even  the  weakest  of  the  flock;  and  within 
this  sacred  inclosure  our  rights  and  privileges  repose,  as  in  the  bosom 
of  society,  in  perfect  security.  On  this  foundation  has  rested  that  ex- 
cellent order  which  the  Society  of  Friends  has  been  favoured  in  a  good 
degree  to  maintain  in  its  transactions;  this  is  the  bond  that  has  united 
its  members  together,  and  enabled  them  to  manage  all  their  concerns  in 
forbearance  and  love  of  each  other.  But  this  blessed  order  has  been 
infringed,  both  in  the  present  Yearly  Meeting,  (producing  unexampled 
disorder  in  some  of  its  sittings,)  and  in  many  of  its  subordinate  branches, 
and  has  proved  a  fruitful  source  of  the  difficulties  that  now  exist."  And 
immediately  following  the  last  quotation,  separated  therefrom  by  a  com- 
ma,  is  there  not  the  following  matter,  *' And  we  therefore  recommend 
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to  you  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentous  subject^  and  to  adopt  such  a 
course  as  truth  under  solid  and  solemn  deliberation  may  point  to,  in  fur- 
therance of  this  object;  that  our  society  may  again  enjoy  the  free  exer- 
cise of  its  rights  and  privileges.  And  we  think  proper  to  remind  you, 
that  we  have  no  new  gospel  to  preach,  nor  any  other  foundation  to  lay 
than  that  already  laid,  and  proclaimed  by  our  forefathers,  even  ^Christ 
within  the  hope  of  glory,  the  power  of  God  and  the  wisdom  of  God.' 
Neither  have  we  any  other  system  of  discipline  to  propose  than  that 
which  we  already  possess,  believing  that,  whilst  we  sincerely  endeavour 
to  live  and  walk  consistently  with  our  holy  profession,  and  to  administer 
it  in  the  spirit  of  forbearance  and  love,  it  will  be  found  sufiicient  for  the 
government  of  the  church?" 

A.  There  are  such  passages  contained  in  the  places  alluded  to,  and  I 
will  now  state  the  reasons  why  I  thought  it  unnecessary  to  quote  them* 
In  the  first  place  the  whole  book  is  an  exhibit  in  this  cause,  and  of  coarse 
all  the  parties  have  easy  access  to  it;  but  those  who  have  secededi^  and 
who  declared  in  that  epistle  that  a  dissent,  as  regards  doctrines,  was 
the  ground  of  their  secession,  have  since  found  it  convenient  to  deny 
their  own  assertion,  and  to  allege  that  doctrines  did  not  form  the  originid 
ground  of  that  secession.  I  therefore  quoted  the  passage  in  which  the/ 
assert  it,  and  quoted  it  fully  to  a  period.  The  next  quotation  I  intro- 
duced to  show,  that  at  that  period  they  contemplated  making  a  qaiet 
retreat  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  instead  of  which  they  have 
since  been  actively  engaged,  not  in  making  a  quiet  retreat,  hut  in  en- 
deavouring to  break  up  the  institutions  and  order  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  subjecting  it  to  great  diiTiculty,  by  taking  possession  of  its 
property,  arid  excluding  Friends  from  the  use  of  it.  As  respects  the 
recommendation  which  follows  the  last  quotation  I  made,  it  has  too  ne- 
cessary connexion  with  what  I  quoted,  as  regards  the  sense;  but  had  it 
been  attended  to  by  those  who  put  it  forth,  the  present  difficulties  would 
not  have  subsisted.  Whatever  they  may  consider  a  **  new  gospel,'*  the 
religion  they  teach  is  not  that  taught  by  Christ  and  his  apostles,  as  the 
Society  of  Friends  have  always  understood  it.  And  as  regards  the  dis- 
cipline, if  they  had  not  a  new  system  to  propose,  they  acted  inconsis- 
tently with  themselves  in  proposing  the  alterations  they  did  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  1 827.  Their  expressions  concerning  the  discipline  of  Friends 
also  show,  that  they  could  not  have  sincerely  endeavoured  to  live  and 
walk  consistently  with  our  holy  profession,  and  to  administer  it  in  the 
spirit  of  forbearance  and  love,  else  it  would  have  been  found  sufficient 
for  their  government,  and  prevented  them  from  pursuing  a  coarse,  the 
direct  tendency  of  which  was  to  overturn  and  destroy  that  discipline  to 
its  foundation.  That  the  order  of  society  was  infringed  in  that  Yearly 
Meeting  (i.  e.  1827)  by  their  unauthorized  meetings,  held  for  the  pur- 
pose of  producing  a  separation  from  it,  cannot  be  denied.  Nor  yet  that 
the  fruits  of  those  unauthorized  meetings  spread  unexampled  disorder 
in  many  of  its  subordinate  branches.  But  as  I  had  already  in  the  course 
of  my  examination  given  testimony  to  these  disorderly  proceedings,  I 
did  not  consider  it  necessary  to  quote  that  part  of  the  epistle,  which  I 
consider  is  only  correct  when  applied  to. themselves. 

Q.  The  witness  has  said,  *•  the  next  quotation  I  introduced  to  show, 
that  at  that  period  they  contemplated  making  a  quiet  retreat  from  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends;"  does  not  the  quotation  say,  •*  a  quiet  retreat 
from  this  scene  of  confusion?" 
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A.  It  does  say  sor-^and  I  understand  them  by  that  to  allude  to  the 
Society  of  Friends,  inasmuch  as  they  had  just  been  speaking  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting  and  its  subordinate  branches.  Though  it  is  not  a  little 
remarkable  that  the  scene  of  confusion  retreated  with  them,  and  left  the 
Society  of  Friends  in  peace  and  harmony,  while  their  subsequent  proceed- 
ings give  ample  testimony  that  the  spirit  of  discord  and  confusion  has 
not  yet  left  them. 

And  the  said  witness  being  further  examined  in  chief,  on  the  part  of 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  afBrms  as  follows,  viz: 

Question.  When  was  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street,  in  Phila- 
delphia, laid  down? 

Answer.  It  was  laid  down  at  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia, 
held  in  Fifth-month,  1827. 
It^V  P^^  ^^^  Monthly  Meeting  appeal? 

Ai  There  was  no  appeal. 

And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  Thomas  Evans. 

Affirmed  as  aforesaid,  and  subscribed  this  twenty-third  day  of  Octo- 
ber^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty,  at 
the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester. 
Before  me,  "  J.  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery* 

Adjourned  until  Monday  next,  at  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at  the 
same  place. 

Monday,  October  25th,  1830,  at  two  o'clock,  P.  M.     ExaminationA  ^ 
continued  pursuant  to  adjournment.  Jt^^^ 

JoBM  GuMMRRE,  a  witucss  produccd  on  the  part  of  the  said  Jo^jyfK 
Hendrickson,  alleging  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  tak- 
ing an  oath,  and  being  duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn 
affirmation,  declareth  and  saith  as  follows: 

Question.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  I  am.     I  reside  in  Burlington,  New  Jersey,  and  am  a  mem- 
ber of  Burlington  Monthly  Meeting.     This  Monthly  Meeting  is  a  sub- 
ordinate branch  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  which  Quarter  is  sub-, 
ordinate  to  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  How  many  Monthly  Meetings  are  subordinate  to  the  Burlington 
Quarter,  and  how  are  they  designated? 

A.  Until  recently  there  were  five  Monthly  Meetings  subordinate  to 
Burlington  Quarter,  namely,  Burlington,  Chcsteriield,  Little  Egg  Har- 
bour, Mount  Holly,  and  Upper  Springfield.  A  little  more  than  two 
years  since  Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting  was  laid  down,  and  its  mem- 
bers were  attached  as  members  of  Burlington  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Are  you  the  clerk  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting;  and  if  so, 
state  how  long  you  have  been  its  clerk? 

A.  I  am. clerk  at  present,  and  have  been  so  between  four  and  five 
years. 

Q.  Are  you  in  possession  of  the  records  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing? 
•  A.  Yes,  1  am. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  your  own  knowledge,  or  have  you  learnt  from  an 
examination  of  the  minutes  and  records  in  your  possession,  any  instances 
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in  which  that  Quaiterly  Mooting  has  exoixisetl  its  authority  over  its 
subordinate  meetings,  or  any  of  them? 

A.  I  know  of  one  or  two  instances  of  my  own  knowledge,  and  have 
seen  on  the  records,  minutes  of  some  other  instances;  these  records  I 
have  here  to  show. 

The  witness  here  produced  two  volumes  of  records,  entitled  **  Mi- 
nutes of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington,"  volumes  2  and  3,  and 
affirms  that  these  volumes  contain  the  records  of  that  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing; whereupon  the  said  books  of  records  arc  offered  in  evidence  in  this 
cause,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  by  me  marked. 
Exhibits  No.  32  and  No.  33. 

The  witness  is  requested  by  the  counsel  to  refer  to  such  parts  of  these 
records,  as  will  show  the  exercise  of  the  authority  spoken  of. 

Witness.  The  first  instance  is  contained  in  page  76  of  the  second  vo- 
lume, and  is  dated  the  23d  of  Second-month,  1778.  Another  instance 
is  found  in  volume  3d,  page  71,  of  ihe  date  25th  of  Eleventh-month, 
1800.  Also  the  same  case  continued  in  page  75  of  the  same  book,  un- 
der the  date  of  24th  of  Second-month,  1801;  and  there  is  still  further  t 
continuation  of  the  same  subject  in  page  78,  on  the  26th  of  Fifth- 
month,  1801. 

[The  witness  here  read  the  minutes  to  which  he  had  thus  referred^— 
See  Appendix.] 

Witness.  The  next  instance  I  would  refer  to  is  contained  in  vol.  Sd, 
page  231,  and  is  dated  31st  of  Eighth-month,  1819;  the  continuadon  o( 
the  same  subject,  page  233, 30th  of  Eleventh-month,  1819,  and  also  pi^ 
335,  29th  of  Second-month,  1820. 
•  FThe  witness  here  read  the  minutes  referred  to.^— See  Appendix.] 

The  next  instance  is  contained  in  the  same  volume  page  269|  and 
dated  first  day  of  Third-month,  1825;  and  the  continuation  of  the  save 
subject,  on  pages  270  and  271,  dated  31st  of  Fifth-month,  of  the  same 
year;  and  further  continuation  of  the  same,  page  272,  on  the  30th  of 
Eighth-month,  same  year. 

frhe  witness  here  read  the  minutes  referred  to.-— See  Appendix.] 

These  are  all  the  instances  shown  by  these  records,  as  occurring  to 
me  at  this  time. 

Question  by  Counsel.  You  have  spoken  of  one  of  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ings within  the  Burlington  Quarter  having  been  laid  down;  do  the  re- 
maining four  Monthly  Meetings,  which  you  have  named,  still  continue 
as  component  parts  of  the  Burlington  Quarter  and  subordinate  thereto? 

A.  They  do. 

Q.  Have  any  difficulties  or  disturbances  occurred,  during  the  period 
within  which  you  have  been  clerk  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting, 
either  in  that  meeting,  or  in  any  of  its  subordinate  meetings,  which  have 
resulted  in  a  secession  of  a  part  of  iis  members  from  the  Society  of 
Friends? 

A.  I  believe  there  have:  instances  of  disorder  occuri*ed  in  a  number  o( 
the  subordinate  meetings ;  but  I  can  only  speak  from  personal  knowledge, 
in  reference  to  two.  In  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  which  was  held 
at  the  usual  time  in  Eleventh-month,  1827,  a  number  of  individuals  at- 
tended, who,  it  was  stated,  had  either  been  disowned,  or  were  under  deal- 
ing in  the  respective  Monthly  Meetings,  of  which  they  had  been  or  were 
members.  It  being  contrary  to  the  order  of  our  society,  for  business 
to  proceed,  when  individuals  so  circumstanced  arc  known  to  be  presenti 
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'e  divers  times  requested  to  withdraw;  they,  however,  refusing 
and  being  supported  in  their  intentions  of  staying,  by  annm- 
e  members  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  the  meeting  was  under 
sity,  in  order  that  its  business  might  be  conducted  consistently 
practice  of  the  society,  to  make  an  adjournment.  It  accordingly 
1  to  the  following  Sixth -day,  (of  the  week,)  at  Burlington,  where 
ily  and  properly  held.  It  was  adjourned  by  regular  minute, 
ithly  Meeting  held  at  Burlington,  the  latter  part  of  the  year 
beginning  of  1828,  one  or  more  individuals  were  present  cir- 
:ed  as  above  mentioned;  these  declining  to  withdraw,  although 
y  and  affectionately  asked  to  do  so,  the  meeting  was  under  the 
of  adjourning.  It  adjourned  to  the  following  day,  when  it  was 
rder  and  quietness.  These  are  the  only  two  instances  of  dis- 
.t  I  know  of,  from  being  present  at  the  time.  The  minute  ad- 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  as  mentioned  above,  is  contained  on 
I  of  the  dd  volume,  and  was  made  and  read  in  the.Mud  meeting. 
5  minutes  referring  to  the  disorderly  proceedings  which  led  to 
sion  in  different  parts  of  the  meeting,  contained  in  this  3d  vo- 
page  293,  under  date  of  the  27th  of  Eleventh-month,  1837; 
pages  301  to  309,  inclusive,  under  date  of  Second-month  26th, 
'ould  also  refer  to  page  29 1,  under  date  of  28th  of  Eighth-month, 
d  pages  294,  295,  underdate  of  27th  of  Eleventh-month,  1827. 
e  other  minutes,  not  referring  specially  to  disorders  immediate- 
;ted  with  the  secession,  but  referring  to  disorderly  proceedings 
Lely  preceding  the  secession,  contained  in  page  283,  under  date 
of  Second-month,  1827,  and  page  286  to  289,  inclusive,  under 
9th  of  Fifth-month,  1827. 
fitness  here  read  the  several  minutes  thus  referred  to.— See 

on  by  counsel.  You  have  stated  that  at  the  Quarterly  Meeting 
igton,  held  in  Eleventh-month,  1827,  certain  persons  there  at- 
refused  to  withdraw  when  requested,  and  that  in  consequence 
•ersisting  in  such  refusal,  the  said  Quarterly  Meeting  considered 
iry  and  expedient  to  adjourn,  and  did  so  adjourn.  And  further 
stated,  that  those  persons  who  thus  refused  to  withdraw,  were 
i  and  supported  in  their  intention  of  not  withdrawing,  by  cer- 
dbers  of  that  Quarterly  Meeting.  I  now  ask  whether  those 
who  thus  advocated  and  supported  the  individuals  spoken  of, 
lave  not,  since  that  time,  separated  themselves  from  the  So- 
'  riends,  and  gone  off  in  the  secession? 
elieve  they  have  generally,  or  all  done  so. 
•ned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

ly  morning,  October  26,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock,  A.  M.     Exami- 
»ntinued.    Present  as  before. 

on  by  Mr.  Brown.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Thomas  L.  Shot- 
complainant  in  this  cause? 
r.  Yes,  I  am. 

is  he  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
of  this  suit? 
;  was  not. 
len,  and  by  what  means  did  he  cease  to  be  a  member  of  the  so- , 
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A.  He  was  disowned  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  of  whid 
he  had  been  a  member,  some  time  in  the  year  1826;  he  appealed  from 
the  judgment  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting 
of  Burlington.  That  meeting  confirmed  the  judgment  of  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting  in  Second-month,  1827. 

Q.  Does  the  judgment  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  in  his  case,  appetr 
upon  the  records  of  that  meeting  which  you  have  produced^  and  which 
arc  marked  as  exhibits  in  this  cause? 

A.  It  does. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  of  which  yoatretbe 
clerk,  is  subordinate  to  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting— when  md 
where  does  that  Yearly  Meeting  hold  its  sittings? 

A.  It  is  held  annually  on  the  third  Second-day  of  Fourth-monthi  it 
Arch  street  meeting  house,  in  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Has  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington  continued  its  aitdngs  it 
the  regular  and  stated  times,  during  the  whole  period  which  yon  ban 
been  clerk  of  that  meeting?  and  if  any  changes  have  been  made,  either 
in  the  time  or  place  of  holding  such  sittings,  state  what  they  are^  and 
the  cause  of  such  change? 

A.  As  I  have  before  stated,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Eleventh-month, 
1827,  was,  in  consequence  of  the  intrusion  of  a  number  of  persons,  who 
were  either  not  members,  or  were  under  dealing,  adjourned  from  Che8te^ 
field  to  Burlington.  In  Second-month,  1 828,  the  meeting  was  adjourned  to 
meet  in  Fifth-month,  at  Burlington,  instead  of  Chesterfield  j  this  was  done 
in  consequence  of  the  impression  that  the  meeting  house  at  ChesterfieU 
could  not  be  had  for  the  use  of  the  meeting — one  or  two  other  similar 
adjournments  were  afterwards  made.  It  was  then  concluded  that  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  should  be  regularly  held  at  the  usual  times  in  Bar 
ling^on;  with  the  single  exception  above  mentioned,  it  has  been  regs- 
larly  held  at  the  stated  times,  during  the  period  that  I  have  been  io 
clerk,  all  of  which  will  appear  by  the  records. 

Q.  Has  the  direction  of  the  discipline,  relative  to  reading  and  aa> 
swering  the  Queries,  been  complied  with  by  the  Chesterfield  Monthlf 
Meeting,  during  the  whole  period  that  you  have  been  clerk  of  Burling 
ton  Quarter,  and  have  the  answers  thereto  been  regularly  forwarddi 
from  the  said  Monthly  to  the  said  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  if  sO|  hoT 
have  they  been  attested? 

A.  The  answers  have  been  regularly  forwarded,  and  they,  that  is  the 
answers  themselves,  and  the  facts  of  the  Queries  having  been  regularly 
read»  and  the  answers  adopted  by  the  meeting,  have  been  all  attested  by 
the  signature  of  the  clerk  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Who  was  the  clerk  of  that  meeting  during  the  period  mentioned, 
and  who  attested  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting,  as  stated  in  your  last 
answer? 

A.  David  Clark. 

Q.  Has  any  other  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  than  that  of  which 
David  Clark  is,  and  was,  during  the  period  spoken  of,  the  clerk,  mide 
reports,  or  appointed  representatives  to,  or  been  acknowledged  by^  the 
Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  during  the  period  mentioned? 

A.  There  has  not  any  other. 

And  the  said  John  Gummcre  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of 
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iie  laid  Stacy  Decow  and  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  further  affirms,  as  fol- 
lows, viz: 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  When  you  speak  of  what  you  call  Burlington 
[Quarterly  Meeting,  having  four  Monthly  Meetings  still  subordinate  to 
it,  do  you  mean  that  these  are  undivided  meetings,  or  only  portions  of 
Ihe  members  who  formerly  constituted  those  meetings? 

A.  I  presume  that  there  have  been  a  number  of  seceders  from  at  least 
leveral  of  these  Monthly  Meetings,  but  I  spoke  of  them  from  the  know- 
ledge that  I  have  in  consequence  of  their  official  communications  with 
Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting. 

Q.  Have  these  official  communications  always  been  attested  by  the 
lignatures  of  the  same  clerks  that  signed  such  immediately  before  the 
leparation? 

A«  So  far  as  my  recollection  serves  me,  they  have  been  so  without  any 
exception*  I  speak  of  the  four  Monthly  Meetings  that  remain  subordi- 
nate to  the  Burlington  Quarter. 

Q.  How  was  it  in  respect  to  Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  have  already  stated  that  Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting  was  s«ihe- 
time  since  laid  down  by  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  its  members 
attached  to  Burlington  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  When  it  was  so  laid  down,  did  you  consider  it  as  consisting  of 
diose  who  withdrew  to  the  house  of  Elizabeth  West? 

A.  It  was  considered  as  consisting  of  the  members  of  that  Monthly 
Meeting  at  the  time  it  wa^  so^laid  down. 

Q.  Was  it  only  those  who  so  withdrew  that  acquiesced  in  its  discon- 
iBnaance? 

A.  I  have  no  means  of  knowing  how  far  it  was  individually  acquiesced 
in. 

Q.  From  what  body  did  your  official  communications  come  imme- 
dittely  before  the  act  of  laying  down,  purporting  to  be  the  proceedings 
of  Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting,  that  which  had  met  at  £•  West's 
kouae,  or  that  which  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  meeting  house? 

A.  I  cannot  answer  this  question  better  than  by  referring  to  the  mi- 
vtites  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting:  all  the  information  that  I  could  give  on 
tids  subject  is,  I  believe,  contained  in  those  which  were  read  yesterday. 

Q.  Who  was  the  clerk  that  signed  the  reports  from  what  you  consi- 
dered Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting,  immediately  before  its  dissolution? 

A.  Edward  Hilyard,  I  believe  was  the  person. 

Q.  Who  was  the  clerk  of  what  you  consider  the  Burlington  Quarterly 
Meeting  in  Eleventh-month,  1827? 

A*  That  has  already  been  stated; — I  have  been  the  clerk  between  four 
and  five  years. 

Q.  Where  was  that  meeting  held  in  Eleventh-month,  1827? 

A.  It  was,  as  already  stated,  opened  at  Chesterfield,  and  for  reasons 
which  have  been  mentioned,  was  adjourned  to  Burlington.  ^ 

Q.  Was  the  question  put  to  that  meeting  distinctly,  whether  it  should 
proceed  with  the  business  as  then  circumstanced,  with  the  presence  of 
the  persons  objected  to,  or  adjourn? 

A*  I  do  not  recollect  that  the  question  was  specifically  put  in  the  form 
nentioned;  but  after  it  was  ascertained  that  those  who  had  intruded  on 
he  meeting  would  not  withdraw,  a  proposition  was  made  to  adjourn  the 
neeting  to  Burlington:  this  proposition  being  approved,  a  minute  of 
idjoumment  was  accordingly  made,  and  read. 
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the  necestity  of  leaving  our  meeting  house  to  support  the  good  order  of 
society,  we  should  have  some  place  to  resort  to;  and  therefore  they  had 
made  some  preparations. 

Q.  Were  the  houses  of  Matthew  Forsyth  and  Sarah  Chapman  within 
the  township  that  gives  name  to  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  and  Month- 
ly Meetings? 

A.  No,  they  were  not,  either  of  them. 

Q.  Does  not  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  keep  a  book  of  records? 

A.  I  do  not  know  respecting  that.  I  have  never  seen  any  thing  bnt 
loose  papers  containing  the  business  of  that  meeting;  unless  that  I  may 
have  seen  it  on  the  clerk's  table.     I  cannot  say  positively. 

Q.  Has  not  that  Preparative  Meeting  exercised  the  exclusive  manage* 
ment  and  control  of  the  school  fund  in  question,  through  its  committeei, 
trustees,  and  treasurer? 

A.  Yes,  I  believe  it  has,  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends. 

Q.  At  the  Ninth-month  meeting  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  bad 
those  who  remained  behind  when  you  withdrew,  assented  to  the  subject 
of  granting  the  certificate  of  removal  as  requested,  being  passed  by  un- 
acted upon? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  that  they  had  expressed  their  assent  to  its  be- 
ing passed  by. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  then  suppose  that  they  were  assenting  to  the  ad- 
journment of  the  clerk,  which  left  it  unacted  upon? 

A.  I  believe,  that  that  portion  of  the  members,  under  existing  circum- 
stances, were  desirous  that  the  clerk  should  have  proceeded  with  the 
subject  of  that  application,  on  condition  of  its  being  directed  to  Green 
street;  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  not  more  to  their  minds,  that 
the  meeting  should  adjourn,  than  to  have  acted  on  it,  according  to  the 
order  of  society. 

Q.  Did  the  committee  who  reported  in  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Tenth-month,  1827,  that  Jcdiah  Middleton  should  act  as  clerk,  purport 
to  be  under  appointment  from  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  previous 
month? 

A.  To  the  best  of  my  recollection  it  did:  but  I  may  add,  that  there 
was  no  such  appointment  made  at  the  previous  Monthly  Meeting;  anle» 
it  was  made  among  those  who  remained  in  the  house  after  the  Monthly 
Meeting  closed;  and  from  what  I  have  heard,  I  am  induced  to  bclicvei 
that  that  was  the  case. 

Q.  You  have  stated  already,  that  a  Monthly  Meeting  names  no  time 
or  place  for  its  next  meeting  in  its  adjournments;  if  a  Monthly  Meeting 
should  make  no  closing  minute,  would  it  not  be  understood  that  it  was 
to  convene  at  the  stated  time  and  usual  place? 

A.  As  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  I  never  knew  a  circumitance  of 
a  Monthly  Meeting  being  held  without  an  opening  and  closing  minute. 

Q.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  usual  closing  minute? 

A.  I  understand  it  to  be  in  substance,  that  the  services  of  the  day  are 
performed;  consequently  the  members  withdraw. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  give  the  usual  words? 

A.  In  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  the  most  usual  form.  I  beBeve^ 
is,  "  the  meeting  closed"— or  *'  the  meeting  then  concludes,"  or  some- 
thing  like  this;  having  reference  to  that  particular  meeting. 

Q.  Were  not  the  committees,  which  the  Bordentown  and  Cheaterfield 
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A.  I  cannot  name  the  year,  but  it  is  to  some  period  in  the  latter  part 
of  the  seventeenth  century.  I  should  have  brought  the  volume  here,  had 
I  supposed  it  would  be  wanted.  I  speak  according  to  the  best  of  my 
recollection;  but  I  have  not  examined  that  volume,  in  reference  to  this 
basiness. 

Q.  In  whose  possession  are  the  records  of  the  Burlington  Monthly 
Meeting? 

A.  They  are  in  my  possession. 

Q.  Are  you  the  clerk  of  what  you  consider  Burlington  Monthly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  I  am  clerk  of  Burlington  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Do  not  those,  you  have  spoken  of,  as  having  seceded  from  that 
Monthly  Meeting,  hold  a  meeting  which  they  designate  the  Burlington 
Monthly  Meeting? 

A«  I  believe  they  do. 

Q.  Did  they  not  soon  after  the  separation  send  to  yoUf  being  clerk, 
an  amicable  proposition  for  an  equitable  division  of  property? 

A.  I  received  a  paper  sometime  last  fall,  purporting  to  be  from  a 
Monthly  Meeting  held  at  Old  Springfield,  and  accompanied  by  a  request 
from  three  individuals,  who  stated  themselves  to  be  a  committee  of  said 
meeting,  that  I  should  present  the  said  paper  to  Burlington  Monthly 
Meeting,  but  as  it  was  not  addressed  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  I  did  not 
consider  it  my  place  to  do  so.  I  might  just  add,  that  the  address  itself 
was  in  quite  an  invidious  form,  and  that  taking  the  whole  together, 
there  is  considerable  reason  to  doubt  its  having  been  designed  merely 
as  an  amicable  proposition. 

Q.  Can  you  state  in  what  form  the  address  was? 

A.  I  believe  that  I  can.  I  think  that  it  was  in  the  following  form, 
yiz:  **  to  Friends  who  formerly  united  with  us  in  holding  Burlington 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  who  now  meet  at  Burlington  on  the  first  Second- 
day  of  each  month.'* 

Q-  What  was  done  with  that  communication? 

A.  I  returned  it  to  those  individuals  who  had  sent  it  to  me,  with  in- 
formation, that  if  it  had  been  addressed  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,!  would 
willingly  have  presented  it;  but  that  as  it  was  not  so  addressed,  I  con- 
sidered it  proper  to  decline  doing  so,  or.  something  to  that  importj  I 
don*t  here  pretend  to  give  the  e^cact  language  that  I  made  use  or. 

And  being  again  examined  in  chief,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  the  witness  further  affirms,  as  follows: 

Question  by  Mr.  Broum.  You  have  stated,  that  by  common  repute, 
those  who  have  seceded  from  the  Society  of  Friends  hold  a  meeting  at 
Chesterfield,  which  they  call  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends. 
By  common  repute,  what  meeting  does  that  Quarterly  Meeting  acknow- 
ledge as  its  immediate  superior? 

Answer.  By  common  repute,  it  acknowledges  as  its  immediate  superior 
the  meeting  held  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets,  Philadelphiat  assuming  the 
style  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  of  Philadelphiat  which  meetings 
are  held  on  the  second  Second-day  of  Fourth-month,  annually. 

Q.  Have  you  any  common  reputation,  as  to  the  time  when  that  meet- 
ing was  first  organized? 

A.  It  was  in  Sixth  or  Tenth-month,  1827.  I  am  not  clear  which  of 
the  meetings  held  in  these  two  months,  they  regard  as  the  first  of  those 
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having  the  character  of  a  Yearly  Meeting,  but  it  was  the  one  or  the 
other. 

Q.  In  answer  to  one  of  the  questions  proposed  on  your  cross-exami- 
nation, you  have  stated  that  the  decisions  of  your  meetings  have  bees 
generally  approbated  by  the  greater  number  present,  although  ]roo  do 
not  consider  that  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  decision,  how  hafe  yos 
'  arrived  at  that  conclusion;  is  the  sense  of  the  different  members  sepa- 
rately taken  to  ascertain  that  point? 

A.  So  far  as  I  know,  the  sense  of  the  members  is  not  indlyidnallf 
taken;  in  my  answer,  I  only  meant  to  imply,  that  in  most  cases  where  I 
had  i)een  present,  there  had  been  a  tacit  approbation  of  the  proceediDgi 
of  the  meeting. 

Q.  In  one  of  the  minutes  which  you  read  from  the  records  of  Burlia^ 
ton'Quarterly  Meeting  yesterday,  it  is,  I  think,  noticed  that  the  Moaat 
Holly  Monthly  Meeting  had  dissolved  its  connexion  with  the  Burlington 
Quarterly  Meeting;  if  in  relation  to  that  matter,  any  extraordinary  or 
unusual  occurrence  took  place  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  I  wish  you  to 
•tate  what  it  was. 

A.  In  the  Quarterly  Meeting  held  in  Eighth-month,  18379  <t  very  «ii- 
nsual  occurrence  took  place  in  reference  to  this  subject.  An  inditidusl 
who  had  been  clerk,  and  perhaps  was  at  the  time  clerk  of  Mount  Holly 
Monthly  Meeting,  attended  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  said  that  he  had 
been  authorized  to  inform  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  that  Mount  Holly 
Monthly  Meeting  had  dissolved  its  connexion  with  Burlington  Quarterly 
Meeting,  and  considered  itself  no  longer  subordinate  thereto,  or  matter 
to  this  import.  This  was  a  verbal  communication,  but  there  was  also 
a  paper  produced  by  this  individual,  having  his  signature  as  clerk  of 
Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting,  the  purport  of  which  was  the  same  u 
he  had  verbally  declared  to  the  meeting.  This  person  was  Amos  Bol- 
lock. 

Q.  Is  not  this  mode  of  dissolving  the  connexion  between  a  Monthly 
and  Quarterly  Meeting,  or  of  attempting  to  do  so,  altogether  without 
precedent  in  the  history  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  So  far  as  my  information  extends,  it  is  entirely  without  precedent, 
and  it  is  certainly  inconsistent  with  the  order  of  our  society,  as  establish- 
ed by  discipline. 

And  being  again  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the  said  Stacy  Decow 
and  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  witness  further  affirms,  as  follows,  via: 

Question  by  Mr.  Price,  Before  the  attempt  of  the  Burlington  Quarter, 
in  respect  to  the  Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meeting,  did  you  ever  know  of 
an  instance,  or  any  precedent  for  it  in  the  history  of  the  society,  in  which 
a  Quarterly  Meeting  reinstated  elders  against  the  will  of  the  Monthly 
Meeting,  which  had  originally  appointed,  and  afterwards  released  them 
from  the  service? 

A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  recollect  any  instances  of  this  kind,  for  I  do 
not  recollect  to  have  known  of  any  instance  in  which  a  Monthly  Meet- 
ing had  acted  in  the  same  manner  that  Mount  Holly  Monthly  Meedl('-j 
did,  in  the  case  referred  to,  except  an  instance  within '  Philadelpkh.<| 
Quarter,  which  may  be  analogous;  but  with  the  particulars  of  whKh^" 
am  not  fully  acc^uainted. 

Q.  You  allude  to  an  instance  of  recent  date,  I  suppose?  ^ 

A.   Yes. 
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Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  those  that  withdrew  to  the  house  of 
'Matthew  Forsyth,  or  those  that  continued  to  occupy  the  meeting  house? 

A.  I  cannot  say  positively,  as  I  took  no  enumeration  of  them,  but  I 
believe  the  larger  number  remained  in  the  meeting  house. 

Q.  Was  this  also  the  case  in  respect  to  the  members  of  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe  it  was. 

And  the  said  Samuel  Craft  being  again  examined  in  chief  on  the  part 
of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  further  affirms  as  follows,  viz: 

Q.  Among  those  who  remained  in  the  house  after  you  had  withdrawn 
to  the  house  of  Matthew  Forsyth,  was  there,  or  not,  embraced  a  majority 
of  the  original  subscribers  to  the  school  fund  of  the  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Chesterfield  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  or  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  such  subscribers,  as  is  alleged  in  the  cross  bill  of  Thomas 
Lm.  Shotwell  in  this  cause? 

A.  I  find,  by  examining  a  memorandum  which  I  believe  contains  the 
names  of  all  the  original  subscribers  to  that  fund,  that  they  amount  to 
forty-three  in  number;  and  out  of  that  number  I  think  there  cannot  be 
more  than  twelve  of  those  subscribers  who  have  any  legal  representative, 
or  could  have  any,  in  the  Preparative  Meeting  at  the  time  spoken  of;  and 
among  this  number  some  of  their  representatives  would  be  amoflg  those 
that  remained  in  the  house,  and  some  with  those  that  left  the  house. 
Of  the  whole  forty-three  original  subscribers,  there  are  no  more  than 
twelve  that  could  possibly  be  in  that  meeting,  or  who  have  left  descend- 
ants or  representatives  that  could  be  there.  I  believe  there  was  at  the 
time,  but  one  of  those  original  subscribers  living,  that  could  have  at- 
tended that  Preparative  Meeting;  and  of  this  number  [twelve^  who  have 
left  representatives,  part  of  such  representatives  are  on  one  side,  and 
part  on  the  other;  but  the  proportions  I  do  not  know. 

And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  Samuel  Craft. 

Affirmed  as  aforesaid,  and  subscribed  this  twenty-ninth  day  of  Octo- 
ber, in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty, 
at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Glou- 
cester, before  me,  !•  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery. 

The  counsel  for  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  here  rest  the  examina-* 
tion  of  witnesses  on  his  part  in  this  cause. 

J.  J.  Foster, 
Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery^ 
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and  if  so^  where  do  you  reside,  and  of  what  Monthly,  Quarterly  and 
Yearly  Meetings  are  you  a  member  ? 

Answer.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends;  I  reside  at  present 
in  Burlington,  New  Jersey — am  a  member  of  the  Monthly  and  <2tiar- 
terly  Meetings  of  Burlington,  which  Quarter  is  subordinate  to  the  Year- 
ly Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia,  held  at  Arch  street  in  Philadel- 
phia, on  the  third  Second-day  of  Fourth-month,  annually. 

Q.  Have  any  difficulties  or  disturbances  occurred  within  the  lait 
three  or  four  years,  within  the  limits  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meetingi 
a  branch  of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  which  have  resulted  in  a  se- 
paration of  a  portion  of  its  members  from  the  Society  of  Friends;  and 
if  so,  state  them,  so  far  as  you  have  knowledge  ? 

A.  Difficulties  and  disturbances  have  arisen  within  the  Monthly  and 
Preparative  Meetings  of  Chesterfield,  which  have  resulted  in  a  seces- 
sion or  separation  of  a  number  of  persons  there,  from  the  Society  of 
Friends.     I  was  present  at  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  in   Ninth- 
month,  1827.     The  business  on  minute  was  gone  through  without  col- 
lision, so  far  as  I  have  any  remembrance.     But  when,  as  I  hoped,  the 
meeting  was  about  closing  quietly,  a  person,  a  member  of  that  meeting, 
made  a  request  for  a  certificate  of  removal  for  his  son  to  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Cireen  street;  as  far  as  I  recollect,  it  was  stated  that  th^ 
Monthly  Meeting  had  been  dissolved,  or  laid  down,  some  time  beforey 
by  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  of  which  it  had  been  a  branch— and 
the  members  thereof  attached  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  held  for  the 
Northern  District — and  this  fact,  I  suppose,  must  have  been  known  by 
common  repute  to  most  or  all  present.     I  think  it  was  proposed  that 
the  certificate  should  be  addressed  to  that  Monthly  Meeting  for  the 
Northern  District — but  some  persons  present  assuming  to  question  the 
fact,  William   Newbold  gave  information  that  he  was  present  at  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  in  the  preceding  Fifth-month,  when 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street  was  dissolved,  or  laid  down,  by  that 
Quarterly  Meeting.     Some  person  or  persons  then  present,  said,  that 
no  official  notice  had  been  received  of  the  laying  down  of  that  meetiDg 
—and  still  urged  the  appointment  of  a  comnyttee  to  prepare  the  certifi- 
cate to  be  directed  as  first  requested.     This  continued  to  be  objected  to^ 
and  it  was  not  done.     The  meeting  was  adjourned  in  the  usual  manner 
— but  a  number  of  persons  staid  behind  in  the  house,  and  from  what  af- 
terwards appeared,  I  suppose  undertook  to  act  as  a  Monthly  Meeting. 
I  was  not  present  at  the  usual  time  of  holding  that  meeting  the  succeed- 
ing month,  but  understood,  either  the  evening  of  that  day,  or  the  next 
morning,  that  the  business  of  the  meeting  was  not  transacted,  owing  to 
interruption,  and  therefore  the  meeting  was  adjourned  to  the  next  day* 
I  went  to  the  adjourned  meeting,  which  was  held  quietly  and  without 
opposition,  although  a  few  of  those  who  had  taken  part  in  the  opposition 
to  the  order  of  society,  were  present.     I  was  at  that  Monthly  Meeting  in 
Eleventh-month,  1827;  the  regular  clerk  took  his  usual  seat  without  op- 
position, although  those  who  had  opposed  the  order  and  discipline  in 
that  meeting  were  generally  present.     I  think  it  was  in  the  course  of 
reading  the  minutes  of  the  preceding  month,  that  a  person  who  had  U- 
ken  part  in  the  disorderly  proceedings  previously,  on  a  minute  being 
read  naming  Samuel  Bunting  as  agent  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  at  Ches^ 
terfjcld  to  the  asylum  in  his  stead,  (he  having  been  released  at  his  own 
re(iucst,  as  it  appeared,)  rose  and  said,  "  that  (meaning  the  releasement,) 
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was  not  all  he  had  requested  and  desired/'  or  to  that  effect;  and  wished 
to  know  whether  a  certain  bond  which  he,  as  agent  for  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting,  had  given  for  securing  payment  of  the  expenses  of  a 
person  placed  in  the  asylum  by  that  Monthly  Meeting,  had  been  taken 
up  and  cancelled ;  thus  appearing  to  acknowledge  the  meeting  then  sit- 
ting, with  David  Clark  as  its  clerk,  to  be  the  real  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Chesterfield.  When  this  meeting  was  closed,  a  number  of  the  persons 
disposed  to  separate,  or  who  had  theretofore  acted  disorderly,  remained 
together.  I  should  have  observed  before,  that  the  usual  reports  from 
the  Preparative  Meetings  of  Trenton,  Stony  Brook  and  East  Branch 
were  handed  in  to  the  clerk — but  those  which  ought  to  have  come  from 
Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  and  Bordentown,  were  not  produced. 
The  person  who  acted  as  clerk  at  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  on 
their  being  asked  for,  said  he  did  not  consider  this  (meaning  the  present 
meeting)  as  the  proper  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield.  I  think  I  was 
also  at  that  meeting  in  the  next  month  following — being  Twelfth-month, 
1837,  and  the  regular  clerk  took  his  seat  as  before,  as  far  as  I  recollect. 
I  do  not  now  recollect  any  thing  very  particular  as  occurring  at  that 
meeting;  I  believe  the  business  went  on  quietly,  though  I  will  not  be 
▼ery  certain.  I  should  have  stated,  before  alluding  to  the  meeting  of 
Twelfth-month,  that  the  members  of  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting 
convened  at  the  usual  time  in  Eleventh-month,  for  the  purpose  of  hold- 
ing the  Quarterly  Meeting.  But  a  number  of  persons  being  present, 
coming  into  the  meeting,  who  were  known  to  be  under  appointment 
from  the  assembly  then  recently  held  at  Green  street,  and  also  some 
others  of  the  same  class,  some  of  whom  were  known  to  be  under  deal- 
ings, or  disowned  by  the  respective  Monthly  Meetings  of  which  they 
were  or  had  been  members,  and  they  refusing  to  withdraw  when  request- 
ed so  to  do,  the  meeting  of  both  men  and  women  was  adjourned  to  Bur- 
lington, to  the  following  Sixth-day,  which  I  think  was  the  30th  of  the 
month;  when  and  where  the  Quarterly  Meeting  was  quietly  held;  and 
among  other  business  then  transacted,  a  committee  was  appointed  to 
visit  the  subordinate  meetings. 

'  Q.  How  was  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  4th  of  Ninth-month 
18379  closed?  Did  the  regular  clerk  make  and  read  the  usual  minute 
on  that  occasion,  and  was  any  opposition  made  to  closing  the  meeting  ? 

A.  The  regular  clerk  read  a  minute  closing  the  meeting,  which  I 
suppose  he  had  made  of  course;  and  I  do  not  remember  that  there  was 
any  opposition  to  closing  the  meeting.  I  don't  undertake  to  say  there 
was  none,  but  I  don't  recollect  it,  if  there  was. 

Q.  You  have  mentioned  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Eleventh- 
month,  1837,  after  its  adjournment  to  Burlington  from  Chesterfield, 
among  other  business,  appointed  a  committee  to  visit  its  subordinate 
meetings— were  you  a  member  of  that  committee  ? 

A.  I  was  a  member  of  that  committee. 

Q.  What  part  of  the  service  assigned  to  that  committee,  did  you,  as 
a  member  of  it,  perform  within  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  and  Prepara- 
tive Meetings  ? 

A.  I  attended  Bordentown  Preparative  Meeting,  held  I  think  on  the 
36th  of  Twelfth-month,  1827,  in  company  with  some  others  of  the  com- 
mittee ;  the  members  of  that  Preparative  Meeting  had  very  generally 
seceded  from  our  connexion,  and  declined  acknowledging  us  as  a  com- 
mittee.    I  also  attended  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  the  next  day. 
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Soon  after  the  meeting  was  opened  by  James  Brown,  who  acted  as 
clerk,   a  Friend  rose  and  inquired,  whether  they  considered  themselres 
as  a  Preparative  Meeting,  acting  under  sanction  of  Chesterfield  Month- 
ly Meeting,  united  to  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  as  long  established 
and  subordinate  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  held  on  the  third 
Second-day  of  the  Fourth-month  last;  that  if  they  did  so,  he  had  to  inform 
them  that  there  were  two  committees  present,  the  one  appointed  by  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington,  to  visit  and  assist  its  subordinate 
branches;  the  other  appointed  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield, 
to  visit  its  Preparative  Meetings:  and  that  copies  of  the  minutes  of  their 
appointment  were  ready  to  be  produced.    To  the  inquiries  made,  a  di- 
rect reply  was  not  given.     But  some  one  of  the  separatists  said  he  was 
at  the  Quarterly  Meeting  held  at  Chesterfield,  and  he  knew  of  no  such 
committees  being  appointed,  upon  which  a  Friend,  who  was  a  member 
of  the  committee,  rose,  and  said,  in  effect,  I  don't  pretend  to  give  the 
words  exactly,  that  in  consequence  of  the  intrusion  of  a  number  of  per- 
sons into  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  which  convened  at  Chesterfield,  who 
had  no  right  to  sit  in  our  meetings  for  discipline,  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing was  adjourned  to  Burlington,  where,  taking  into  consideration  the 
tried  state  of  our  several  subordinate  meetings,  it  was  thought  best  to 
appoint  a  committee  to  visit  and  assist  the  subordinate  meetings.     As 
far  as  I  recollect,  it  was  soon  after  these  observations,  a  person 'who 
had  taken  an  active  part  in  the  separation  and  disorders^  rose  and  said, 
that  the  subject  was  well  understood  on  both  sides,  and  it  was  useless  to 
discuss  it  then ;  and  I  think  he  proposed  that  James  Brown,  the  clerk, 
should  go  on,  which  was  also  urged  by  several  others  of  the  separatists. 
Previous  to  this,  the  assembly  had  been  held  in  Green  street,  and  it  was 
well  understood,  that  those  who  assumed  the  direction  in  this  meeting 
at  that  time,  were  acting  as  in  conjunction  or  connexion  with  that  as- 
sembly.    James  Brown  was  beginning  to  proceed,  when  a  Friend  sug- 
gested for  the  consideration  of  those  members  present,  who  were  attach^ 
to  our  long  established  order  and  discipline,  '^  whether  it  was  proper  to 
give  countenance  to  such  disorderly  proceedings  by  remaining  present;" 
and  a  number  of  those  who  continued  attached  to  the  good  order  of  So- 
ciety,  expressing  their  opinion  that  it  was  not  proper  to  give  that  coun- 
tenance, after  informing -the  women's  meeting  what  they  proposed  doing, 
they  wit,hdrew  to  a  private  house  in  the  neighbourhood,  to  which  the 
women  also  came,  and  the  business  of  the  regular  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Chesterfield  was  there  transacted.     But  before  leaving  the  meetiw 
house,  Samuel  Craft,  on  behalf  of  Friends,  publicly  and  explicitly  atattlC; 
that  by  thus  withdrawing  for  peace  sake,  or  for  the  peaceable  nupf^ 
of  our  discipline  and  order.  Friends  did  not  mean  to  abandon  or  rdtaf^ 
quish  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges,  to  which  they,  as  composing  tM 
real  Preparative  Meeting  of  Friends  of  Chesterfield,  were  justly  entitled. 

Q.  At  the  adjourned  Monthly  Meeting  of  Tenth-month,  1827,  of  which 
you  have  spoken,  and  at  which  you  were  present,  was  there  not  a  com- 
mittee appointed  to  prepare  and  report  to  a  future  meeting,  a  statement 
of  the  facts  which  had  occurred  in  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  MeeUog? 

A.  There  was  such  a  committee  appointed,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  that  committee  perform  the  service. 

A.  Yes.  I  remember  being  present  at  a  succeeding  meeting  when 
their  statement  was  read. 

Q.  What  disposition  did  the  meeting  make  of  it?  ■  -  .■  ■ 
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A.  I  think  it  was  placed  on  their  minutes,  to  the  best  of  my  recollec- 
tion. 

Q.  By  order  of  the  meeting? 

A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Accordingly  to  the  usage  of  the  society,  when  the  conclusion  of  a 
Quarterly  Meeting  affects  one  of  its  subordinate  branches,  is  such  deci- 
sion  communicated  to  any  other  meeting  than  the  one  immediately  af- 
fected by  it,  except,  that  information  of  that  conclusion  is  forwarded  to 
the  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  regular  channel? 

A.  When  a  conclusion  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting  affects  one  of  its  sub- 
ordinate branches,  information  is  given  to  the  meeting  it  concerns  and 
io  no  other,  so  far  as  I  know,  except  cases  of  laying  down  or  dividing 
meetings,  (and  perhaps  some  others,  that  I  don't  now  recollect,)  when 
information  is  sent  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  regular  channel. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Wednesday  morning,  October  27th,  1830,  at  10  o'clock,  A.  M.  Ex- 
amination of  Samuel  Emien,  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Question  by  Mr.  Brown.  You  have  already  stated,  that  you' attended 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Qhesterfield,  in  Twelfth-month,  1827.  Was 
there  not  at  that  meeting  a  committee  appointed  to  visit  and  assist  its 
subordinate  Preparative  Meetings? 

Answer.  There  was  such  a  committee  appointed. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  in  First-month, 
1828? 

A.  I  did. 

Counsel.  State  the  circumstances  which  took  place  under  your  obser- 
Tation  at  that  time. 

Witness.  The  meeting  was  opened  by  the  regular  Clerk*  David  Clark; 
a  request  was  then  made,  that  if  there  were  any  present,  who  according 
to  the  order  of  our  discipline,  hud  not  a  right  to  sit  in  such  meetings, 
(I  don't  pretend  to  give  the  exact  words,  but  the  import,)  that  they  would 
withdraw.  After  a  time  being  given,  no  persons  appearing  to  acknow- 
ledge themselves  in  such  situation,  the  business  of  the  meeting  was  pro- 
ceeded ini  but  after  two  or  three  cases  had  been  disposed  of,  a  person, 
Henry  M.  ZollickofTer,  arose  and  said,  that  being  a  stranger  to  most 
present,  he  was  not  easy  to  let  the  meeting  proceed  further,  without  in- 
forming it,  that  he  was  a  member  of  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting  con- 
nected, or  in  connexion  with,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Abington.  This 
open  declaration  of  his  union  with  a  body  of  people,  acting  in  direct  op- 
position to  our  order,  together  with  his  declining  to  answer  the  ques- 
tiona  which  were  put  to  him,  whether  he  had  been  disowned  or  was 
under  dealing  by  any  Monthly  Meeting,  afforded  what  was  deemed  good 
ground  for  believing  that  he  had  no  right  to  sit  there  in  that  meeting; 
and  it  was  also  known  to  some  present,  that  Henry  M.  Zollickoffer 
had  been  under  dealing  in  one  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  in  Philadelphia. 
I  believe  there  is  no  other  person  of  that  name  there.  On  being  request- 
ed to  withdraw,  he  declined  to  do  so;  and  in  thus  declining,  he  was  sup- 
ported by  a  number  of  those  who  were  active  in  opposing  the  order  and 
discipline  of  our  society;  and  it  became  a  question  of  consideration  for 
the  meeting,  what  steps  to  take  under  such  circumstances.  Whilst  thus 
cagagedi  information  was  received  from  the  women's  meeting,  that  they 
conlil  not  proceed  in  their  business,  on  account  of  the  presence  of  a  per- 
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son,  whose  name  was  on  their  minutes  as  an  offender,  and  who  refused 
to  withdraw.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  concluded  to  adjourn 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  to  the  house  of  a  Friend  some  dis- 
tance off;  which  was  accordingly  done,  and  men  and  women  both 
met  there,  and  the  business  of  the  meeting  was  transacted.  This  Month- 
ly Meeting  was  held  at  the  usual  time.  Before  leaving  the  meeting 
house,  it  was  stated  distinctly  by  one  of  the  members,  that  by  thus  with- 
drawing, for  peace  sake,  they  did  not  mean  to  abandon  any  of  the  rights 
which  they  as  the  real  Monthly  Meeting  of  ChesterBeld  had,  or  were 
entitled  to. 

Q.  Was  a  minute  of  adjournment  regularly  made  and  read  in  the  meet- 
ing house  before  Friends  left  it? 

A.  I  think  it  was:  I  am  clear  it  was. 

Q.  Was  there  any  opposition  made  to  the  adjournment  at  the  time? 

A.  I  do  not  recollect  with  certainty :  there  was  some  small  opposition 
made,  either  at  this  adjournment  or  at  that  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting, 
and  I  am  not  certain  which,  but  it  was  very  small.  I  do  not  recollect 
of  but  one  opposition,  and  that  by  but  two  or  three,  or  a  very  few  pe^ 
sons  at  moat. 

Q.  You  have,  I  think,  stated  that  at  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting 
held  in  Ninth-month,  1827,  after  the  meeting  had  been  regularly  closed 
by  the  reading  of  the  closing  minute  by  the  regular  clerk,  some  persons 
remained  in  the  meeting  house  after  Friends  retired :  did  such  persons 
(I  ask  for  such  information  as  you  have  by  common  and  general  repute) 
pretend  to  act  as  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  and  to  appoint 
representatives  to  a  meeting  proposed  to  be  held  in  Green  street,  Phila- 
delphia, in  the  ensuing  Tenth*month? 

A.  From  what  I  heard,  I  suppose  they  undertook  to  act  as  a  Monthly 
Meeting,  in  some  respects,  particularly  in  the  appointment  of  a  com* 
mittee  to  prepare  the  certificate  of  removal  to  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting,  which  had  been  requested.  I  have  no  recollection  at  present 
of  having  heard  of  any  other  act  at  that  time:  there  might  have  been 
others,  though  I  have  not  heard  of  them.  By  common  report,  in  Tenth- 
month,  having  taken  possession  of  the  clerk's  seat  and  table,  they  pn^" 
ceeded  to  appoint  representatives  to  attend  an  assembly  shortly  to  be 
held  at  Green  street,  under  the  name  of  a  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  it  not  altogether  without  precedent  in  the  society  for  a  Month- 
ly Meeting  to  appoint  representatives  to  a  Yearly  Meeting  directly? 

A.  According  to  the  order  of  our  society.  Monthly  Meetings  appoinC 
representatives  to  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  Quarterly  Meetings  to  the 
Yearly  Meeting.  I  never  heard  of  Monthly  Meetings  undertaking  •• 
appoint  representatives  to  a  Yearly  Meeting  until  the  present  disturb- 
ances arose;  since  when,  I  suppose,  from  what  I  have  heard,  some  other 
bodies  assuming  the  character  of  Monthly  Meetings,  have  undertake! 
to  appoint  representatives  to  a  body  which  has  assumed  the  name  of  i 
Yearly  Meetings— I  mean  Green  street  assembly:  but  I  know  of  no  Month- 
ly Meeting  in  connexion  with  our  society  having  done  so,  L  e.  baviag 
appointed  representatives  to  a  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  What  is  the  usage  or  discipline  as  to  the  appointment  of  clerks  to 
the  Monthly  Meetings,  and  for  what  period  is  the  clerk  of  a  MontUf 
Meeting  usually  appointed? 

A.  So  far  as  I  am  acquainted  with  the  subject,  clerks  are  MBnttSl 
appointed,  and  for  a  year. 
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Q.  Is  it  not  conformable  to  the  usage  of  the  society  for  Monthly  and 
Quarterly  Meetings  to  adjourn  from  one  day  to  another,  or  from  time 
to  time,  until  the  business  is  completed? 

A.  It  has  been  done  sometimes;  and  I  believe  is  fairly  in  conformity 
with  the  usages  and  principles  of  the  society. 

Q.  Did  the  separatists  oppose  the  closing  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Chesterfield  in  Twelfth-month,  1837? 
A.  I  think  not,  as  far  as  I  recollect 

Q.  A  witness  heretofore  examined  has  mentioned  a  division  in  the 
Monthly  Meeting  of  Burlington,  of  which  you  are  a  member:  how  was 
this  effected? 

A.  In  Twelfth-month,  1827,  a  person  who  was  then  a  member  of  that 
Monthly  Meeting,  after  the  usual  business  of  the  meeting  had  been  gone 
through,  without  any  excitement  being  produced,  and  without  any  cause 
of  excitement,  made  an  attempt  to  produce  a  separation;  but  he  did  not 
Bucceed.     The  Monthly  Meeting  in  First-month  was  quietly  held,  with- 
out any  excitement,  or  cause  for  excitement:  but  just  about  the  close  of 
the  meeting  the  same  person,  having  with  him  a  person  from  Pennsyl- 
Tania  who  had  taken  an  active  part  in  the' secession,  rose  and  requested 
that  all  those  present  who  were  disposed  to  unite  with  the  newly  organ- 
ized Yearly  Meeting,  should  stop  together  at  the  close  of  the  meeting, 
or  to  that  effect.    In  consequence  of  this,  some,  I  did  not  count  themf 
but  I  should  suppose  from  fifteen  to  twenty,  stopped;  however,  this  is 
mere  supposition,  and  I  mean  males,  not  including  females;  I  don't  think 
there  were  more  than  twenty,  if  that  many.    But  there  being  a  commit- 
tee of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  meet  in  that  room  at  the  close  of  the 
neeting,  and  they  coming  into  the  apartment,  those  who  had  stopped 
apon  the  invitation  to  unite  with  the  newly  organized  Yearly  Meeting, 
mthdrew  into  the  other  apartment,  which  the  women  were  then  leaving. 
Of  course  I  was  not  there,  and  cannot  speak  from  personal  knowledge 
rf  what  they  did;  but  heard  they  had  agreed  to  meet  next  month,  at  Old 
Springfield,  and  hold  a  Monthly  Meeting  of  their  own.    If  this  was  their 
coBclnsion,  from  some  cause  or  other,  they  were  induced  to  abandon  it; 
for  at  the  next  meeting,  in  Second-month,  they  came  generally  to  our 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  with  them  a  person  who  was  known  to  be  under 
dealing  in  a  neighbouring  Monthly  Meeting.  Very  soon  after  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  was  opened  he  was  noticed,  and  requested  to  leave  the  meet- 
ug:  this  he  declined  doing,  and  in  so  declining  he  was  supported  by  a 
Hmber  of  those  who  had  stopped  together  at  l,he  preceding  Monthly 
MeedDg.    This  being  the  case,  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Burlington  was 
ifidinied  until  the  next  day,  and  Friends  withdrew,  leaving  those  per- 
'mm  at  that  time  in  possession  of  the  house.     Since  that  time,  by  com- 
tea  repute,  they  have  held  their  Monthly  Meetings  alternately  at  Old 
Bfringfield  and  Ancocus. 
Qi  Hit  there  been  any  divuion  in  the  Burlington  Preparative  MeeU 

A.  There  has  been  no  separation  there. 

Q.  Yon  have  spoken  of  certain  persons,  who  in  the  Monthly  Meeting 
of  Chesterfield,  held  in  Ninth-month,  1827,  remained  in  the  meeting 
kouse  after  the  regular  Monthly  Meeting  had  closed  its  sitting;  and  that 
ipon  that  occasion,  the  persons  who  so  remained,  are  reputed  to  have 
amuDed  to  act  as  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  and  to  have  ap- 
pointed a  committee  to  prepare  a  certificate  of  removal  of  a  person  from 
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Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  to  GrccD  street  Monthly  Meeting,  Phili- 
delphia.  By  common  repute,  ilid  the  commillee  then  appointed,  pre- 
pare and  report  such  certificate  to  the  neit  Monthly  Meeting,  held  ia 
Tenth-month,  and  did  the  same  persona,  you  have  mentioned  as  having 
remained  behind  in  the  meeting  house,  in  the  meeting  of  Ninth-month, 
sanction  and  grant  such  certificate? 

A.  The  idea,  I  suppose,  is  whether  the  assembly  that  took  postesitoa 
of  the  meeting  house  in  Tenth-month,  granted  the  certificate  spoken  A 
By  common  repute,  those  persons  who  remained  in  the  house  after  tbe 
close  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  in  Ninth-month,  appointed  persona  la 
prepare  a  certificate  to  Green  street,  as  had  been  requested;  and  the 
same  persons,  or  a  part  of  them,  generally  the  same  persons,  issued 
such  a  certificate  in  Tenth-month.  I  only  speak  of  what  I  have  heird. 
I  was  present  on  neither  occasion. 

Q.  Have  the  persons  whom  you  have  mentioned  as  remaining  behind 
in  the  meeting  house  at  Chesterfield,  after  the  regular  Monthly  Meeting 
of  Ninth-month  was  closed,  and  who  afterwards  in  Tenth-month  issued 
the  certificate  to  which  you  have  alluded,  separated  themselves,  or  le- 
ceded  from  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  united  themselves  with  thoK 
who  are  represented  in  the  meeting  held  at  Green  and  Cherry  streetl, 
Philadelphia,  which  they  call  a  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  1  consider  them  as  having  separated  themselves  from  the  Societf 
of  Friendsi  and  have  no  doubt,  but  that  they  are  united  with  that  bodf 
which  assembles  at  Green  and  Cherry  streets.  I  believe  the  fact  u 
acknowledged  by  them;  though  I  never  was  at  any  of  their  meetings. 

Q.  Have  those  persons  in  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Chesteradd, 
of  whom  you  have  spoken,  as  remaining  in  the  meeting  house  after  the 
members  of  that  Preparative  Meeting  had  retired  to  a  private  house  is 
the  neighbourhood,  also  separated  themselves  from  the  Society  of 
Friends,  and  united  with  that  body  which  assembles  at  Green  and  Cbe^ 
ry  streets? 

A,  I  consider  those  persons  who  remained  in  the  house  after  the  regu- 
lar Preparative  Meeting  of  Chesterfield  had  left  it,  as  having  sepanttd 
themselves  from  the  Society  of  Friendsj  and  from  common  repute,  1 
have  not  the  least  doubt,  but  that  they  are  united  with  the  assemblies  of 
Green  and  Cherry  streets;  and  which  union  with  Green  and  Cherry 
streets,  I  should  suppose  they  would  avow. 

And  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  Stacy  Decow  and  Thontt 
L.  Shotwell,  the  witness  further  affirms,  as  follows,  viz: 

Question  by  Mr,  Price.  Do  the  persons,  referred  to  in  several  of  the 
last  questions  and  answers,  consider  themselves  that  they  have  separated 
from  the  Society  of  Friends? 

Answer.  I  suppose  that  they  claim  the  name  of  being  members  of  Uie 
Society  of  Friends;  although  in  various  instances,  they  have  acted  in 
opposition  to  its  order,  and  have  formed  a  new  assembly,  which  they 
term  a  Yearly  Meeting, 

Q,  Has  there  been  any  division  in  the  Bordentown  Preparative  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  There  were  so  few  left  there  who  adhered  to  the  order  of  aoctttfi 
that  it  was  thought  a  Preparative  Meeting  could  not  be  held  there  viB 
propriety,  and  the  Preparative  Meeting  was  laid  down. 

Q.  Except  in  the  case  of  Burlington  Preparative  Meeting,  hxn  a* 
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Preparative  Meetings  declined  to  acknowledge,  appointed  after  the  se- 
paration in  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  and  Burlington  Quarter? 

A.  The  committee  appointed  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  was  appoint- 
ed at  Burlington,  at  the  regularly  adjourned  sitting  of  that  meeting.  The 
Monthly  Meeting's  committee  was  appointed  by  the  regular  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting,  in  Twelfth-month,  1821^. 

,Q.  Did  those  who  declined  acknowledging  them  concur  in  their  ap- 
pointment? 

A.  In  the  Quarterly  Meeting  they  were  not  present,  I  believe:  and  in 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  I  believe  they  were  silent  on  the  occasion/  to  the 
best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  When  the  committee  was  at  Bordentown  Preparative  Meeting, 
did  not  those  who  had  usually  closed  that  meeting,  do  so  on  that  occa- 
sion? 

A.  Yes,  I  believe  they  did.  I  speak  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  for 
discipline.  As  regards  the  closing  of  the  meeting  for  worship,  if  any 
person  closed,  it  was  seen  by  but  very  few;  for  my  part,  I  did  not  see, 
nor  suppose  that  it  was  closed  by  any  one. 

Q.  At  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meetings  of  Eleventh  and  Twelfth- 

Ronths,  1827,  and  First-Month,  1828,  did  not  those  Friends  who  did 
±  unite  in  your  proceedings,  remain  after  you  adjourned,  and  hold 
nat  they  considered  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe  at  each  of  the  times  mentioned,  they  remained  in  the 
meeting  house;  but  what  they  did  further,  I  cannot  tell. 

Q.  Do  they  continue  to  occupy  that  meeting  house,  for  purposes  of 
worship  and  discipline? 

A.  They  continue  to  occupy  the  meeting  house,  and  I  suppose  for 
those  purposes,  as  they  consider  it. 

Q.  is  your  body  still  out  of  the  possession  of  that  house? 

A.  We  do  not  occupy  the  meeting  house. 

Q.  Shortly  after  the  separation  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  did 
there  not  come  to  your  portion  of  what  had  been  that  Monthly  Meeting, 
from  the  other  portion,  a  proposition  for  an  ^*  amicable  settlement  of 
differences  in  respect  to  property?" 

A.  The  clerk  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  stated  to  that  meeting, 
not  long  after  the  time  mentioned  in  the  question,  that  there  was  a  pa- 
per put  into  his  hands,  that  had  come  out  of  the  usual  channel. 
and  asked  the  instructions  of  the  meeting  on  the  occasion;  and  accord- 
ing to  long  established  usage  both  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  and  of 
society  generally,  on  such  occasions,  it  was  suggested  that  a  few  Friends 
be  named  to  inspect  it,  which  was  accordingly  done;  and  they  reported, 
that  they  did  not  think  it  proper  to  have  it  read  in  the  Monthly  Meeting; 
therefore,  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  not  put  in  possession  of  the  contents 
of  the  paper. 

Q.  Were  you  one  of  that  committee? 

A.  Yes,  I  was. 

Q.  Was  it  in  character  of  a  paper  such  as  my  previous  question  in- 
dicated? And  does  the  paper  now  handed  to  the  witness,  appear  to  be 
a  copy  of  it?  [a  paper  being  put  into  the  hands  of  the  witness.] 

A.  I  think  it  was  in  substance  to  the  same  efiect.  I  cannot  say  that 
this  is  an  exact  copy. 

The  paper  shown  the  witness,  was  offered  in  evidence  in  this  cause,  on 
the  part  of  Stacy  Decow  and  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  and  marked  by  me. 
Exhibit  B. 
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Ihty  considered  themselves  aa  a  distinct  body  from  us|  remembering,  on 
one  occasion,  that  one  of  them,  in  relation  lo  a'subjcct  that  was  pusiagi 
said,  that  he  did  not  consider  that  that  was  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Chesterfield. 

Q.  Did  those  who  withdrew  from  the  house,  at  the  Monthly  Meedsg 
of  First-month,  1828,  when  they  adjourned  their  meeting,  adjanni  to 
the  usual  day  in  the  next  month? 

A.  Yes,  they  did,  to  the  usual  time  next  month. 

Q.  Where  to  meet? 

A.  I  think  it  was  lo  meet  at  the  same  house  they  then  irere  at,  Smk 
Chapman's. 

Q.  Did  not  the  person  who  requested  to  be  released  as  agcnt'lo  tHe 
asylum,  make  such  request  before  the  division  had  taken  place? 

A.  I  believe  he  had.  I  think  it  was  before;  though  1  was  not  preiat 
when  he  made  the  request;  at  least  I  don't  recollect  the  circumstance 
of  the  request  being  made,  while  I  was  present,  still  it  may  have  htm, 
and  slipped  my  memory. 

Q.  When  the  committee  and  others  withdrew  from  the  Chesterfield 
Preparative  Meeting  in  Twelfth-month,  1837,  as  you  have  stated,  did 
they  do  so  without  any  clerk,  and  without  having  made  any  minaifi  of 
adjournment  before  they  left  the  house? 

A.  I  think  they  withdrew — I  speak  of  the  time  when  the  committee 
withdrew  with  the  Preparative  Meeting,  without  any  clerk,  and,  I  lu^ 
pose,  without  a  minute  of  adjournment,  for  it  is  not  usual  to  make,  k 
far  as  1  am  acquainted,  minutes  for  closing  Preparative  Meetings — itis 
never  done  in  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  which  I  am  a  member,  at  Bur- 
lington, and  was  not  the  practice  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  in  Phila- 
delphia, to  which  I  formerly  belonged;  and,  I  believe,  it  is  a  practice 
which  does  not  prevail  in  the  bounds  of  our  Yearly  Meeting.* 

Q.  Are  there  not  records  kept  of  the  proceedings  of  the  PreparxtiTe 
Meetings? 

A.  I  believe  only  in  particular  cases:  when  memorandums  are  made, 
there  are  no  minutes  kept  of  the  general  business;  at  least,  so  far  as  I 
am  acquainted. 

Q.  When  and  where  was  the  clerk  appointed  that  acted  for  those 
who  withdrew? 

A.  To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  it  was  done  at  the  house  whoe 
they  met — I  have  no  particular  recollection  about  it;  1  suppoiehwil 
done  there.  ' 

Q.  On  the  same  day? 

A.  At  the  same  time. 

Q,  If  a  clerk  decline  to  act  for,  or  take  the  sense  of,  a  meeting,  can 
or  cannot  another  person  be  called  upon  to  act  in  his  stead,  although  a 
year  may  not  have  expired  from  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  tie 
clerk? 

A.  An  instance  of  a  clerk  declining  to  act,  according  to  what  appeared 
to  be  the  sense  of  the  solid  part  of  the  meeting,  I  have  no  recollection 
of  before  the  present  disturbances;  but  1  should  suppose  that  in  such  a 
case,  the  meeting  would  be  at  liberty  to  call  another  person,  provideJ 
the  act  to  be  done,  was  in  perfect  accordance  with  our  discipline,  and 
the  fundamental  rules  of  the  society. 

Q.  Have  not  all  the  members  of  the  society,  who  have  arrived  at  yart 
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Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  those  that  withdrew  to  the  hous^  of 
Matthew  Forsyth,  or  those  that  continued  to  occupy  the  meeting  house? 

A.  I  cannot  say  positively,  as  I  took  no  enumeration  of  them,  but  I 
believe  the  larger  number  remained  in  the  meeting  house. 

Q.  Was  this  also  the  case  in  respect  to  the  members  of  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe  it  was. 

And  the  said  Samuel  Craft  being  again  examined  in  chief  on  the  part 
of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  further  affirms  as  follows,  viz: 

Q.  Among  those  who  remained  in  the  house  after  you  had  withdrawn 
to  the  house  of  Matthew  Forsyth,  was  there,  or  not,  embraced  a  majority 
of  the  original  subscribers  to  the  school  fund  of  the  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Chesterfield  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  or  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  such  subscribers,  as  is  alleged  in  the  cross  bill  of  Thomas 
Li.  Shotwell  in  this  cause? 

A.  I  find,  by  examining  a  memorandum  which  I  believe  contains  the 
names  of  all  the  original  subscribers  to  that  fund,  that  they  amount  to 
forty-three  in  number;  and  out  of  that  number  I  think  there  cannot  be 
more  than  twelve  of  those  subscribers  who  have  any  legal  representative, 
or  could  have  any,  in  the  Preparative  Meeting  at  the  time  spoken  of;  and 
among  this  number  some  of  their  representatives  would  be  amoflg  those 
that  remained  in  the  house,  and  some  with  those  that  left  the  house. 
Of  the  whole  forty-three  original  subscribers,  there  are  no  more  than 
twelve  that  could  possibly  be  in  that  meeting,  or  who  have  left  descend- 
ants or  representatives  that  could  be  there.  I  believe  there  was  at  the 
time,  but  one  of  those  original  subscribers  living,  that  could  have  at- 
tended that  Preparative  Meeting;  and  of  this  number  [twelve^  who  have 
left  representatives,  part  of  such  representatives  are  on  one  side,  and 
part  on  the  other;  but  the  proportions  I  do  not  know. 

And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  Samuel  Craft. 

Affirmed  as  aforesaid,  and  subscribed  this  twenty-ninth  day  of  Octo- 
ber^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty, 
It  the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Glou- 
lester,  before  me,  J.  !•  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery. 

The  counsel  for  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  here  rest  the  examina-' 
ion  of  witnesses  on  his  part  in  this  cause. 

J.  J.  Foster, 
Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery^ 
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Question  bjr  Mr.  iS'^n.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Fricad^ 
and  how  long  have  you  been  a  member,  and  of  what  meeting  ? 

Answer.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Frieniisi  and  hive  betn 
from  my  earliest  recollection:  and  during  that  period  I  have  been  a  mem- 
ber of  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  for  about  thirty-six  years  put 
I  have  been  a  member  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  This  Monthly 
Knd  Quarterly  Meeting  now  are,  and  have  been  during  all  that  peiiod, 
subordinate  branches  of  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  held  for  many 
years  past  in  the  meeting  house  on  Arch  street,  on  the  third  Second-day 
in  Fourth-month  annuallyj — consequently  I  am  a  member  of  that  Yearly 
Meeting. 

Q.  Have  you  for  many  years  been  engaged  in  the  administration  of 
the  discipline  of  the  Society? 

A.  I  have  for  about  the  space  of  thirty  years,  been  frequently  engag- 
ed in  the  administration  of  ihe  discipline. 

Q.  What  is  the  understanding  of  your  Society  as  to  the  subordinatioD 
of  your  meetings? 

A.  I  believe,  until  within  a  few  years  past,  it  has  been  generally,  if 
not  universally,  the  understanding  of  the  Society,  thai  Preparatire 
Meetings  are  subordinate  to  Monthly  Meetings,  and  Monthly  Meetings 
to  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  Quarterly  Meetings  to  the  Yearly  Meetings 
respectively,  of  which  they  constitute  component  parts. 

Q.  Do  these  superior  meetings  respectively  exercise  a  controlling 
power  over  their  inferior  meetings? 

A.  They  do:  it  is  so  understood. 

Q.  Do  the  superior  meetings  exercise  this  power  over  th«r  inferior 
meetings,  as  well  on  appeals  to  them,  as  originally,  and  without  any  aj*- 
ptication  for  such  exercise  on  the  part  of  such  inferior  meetings  I 

A.  In  cases  of  appeal,  superior  meetings  never  act,  only  upon  regular 
information  being  brought  up  from  inferior  meetings;  but  on  many 
other  occasions,  superior  meetings  do  act  without  any  application  or 
motion  from  an  inferior  meeting. 

Q.  Have  you  known  any  instances  of  the  exercise  of  this  power  in 
mode  last  mentioned,  and  if  so,  state  them  ? 

A.  I  have  known  instances  of  this  nature,  wherein  superior  mee(  _, 
have,  without  any  application  from  the  inferior,  acted  and  reversed  the 
decisions  of  the  inferior  meetings.  I  think  it  was  about  the  year  1635 
that  Uurlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  without  any  application  from  the 
meeting  itself,  or  from  any  member  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting, 
appointed  a  committee  to  attend  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  to  in- 
quire respecting  that  Monthly  Meeting's  having  received  persons  who 
could  not  consistently  with  the  discipline  and  established  order  of  the 
Society  be  admitted  into  membership,  on  a  request,  as  those  who  had 
never  been  members  of  the  Society  have  the  privilege  to  do.  This  com- 
mittee of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  in  conformity  with  their  appointment, 
attended  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  in  order  to  discharge  the  duties 
of  their  appointment — when  that  Monthly  Meeting  directed  its  clerk 
to  furnish  said  committee  with  all  the  minutes  of  the  Monthly  Meeting 
in  the  cases  alluded  to.  I  think  there  will  be  a  minute  to  that  effect 
found  on  the  records  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield.  I  ha*e 
those  records  here, 

*  A  volume  of  records,  purporting  to  be  the  records  of  Chester&eld 
Monthly  Meeting,  being  in  the  hands  of  the  witness,  he  say*,  "  this  vo- 
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lume  contains  the  records  of  ChesterGeld  Monthly  Meeting,  from  the 
time  it  purports  to  commence,  to  wit:  the  7th  of  ElcTenth-month,  1820}" 
anil  therefore  the  same  is  offered  in  evidence  in  this  cause  on  the  part  of 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  is  by  me  marked  Exhibit  No.  38. 

Witness.  This  volume  contains  the  only  records  of  that  Monthly  Meet- 
ing up  to  this  time.  The  minute  referred  to  respecting  the  direction  to 
the  clerk  to  furnish  the  minutes  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting's  committee* 
is  found  under  date  of  the  8th  of  Third-month,  1825,  and  is  in  the  fol- 
lowing words.     [The  witness  here  read  the  minute.] 

There  are  still  further  minutes  relating  to  those  cases  under  date  of 
7(h  of  Sixth-month,  1825,  and  5th  of  Seventh -month,  1835.  [The  wit- 
ness here  read  the  minutes  referred  to.] 

The  minutes  of  Gth  of  Ninth-month,  1835,  show  an  instance  of  annul- 
ling the  proceedings  of  that  Monthly  Meeting  by  the  Burlington  Quarter, 
which  the  witness  also  read,  as  also  the  continuation  of  the  same  subject 
under  date  of  the  4th  of  Tenth-month,  1835. 

Witness.  This  closes  the  cases  I  referred  to  as  being  on  the  minutes 
produced. 

Q.  Have  you  a  knowledge  of  other  similar  cases  of  the  exercise  of 
this  power,  besides  those  to  which  you  have  referred  as  being  on  the 
minutes  now  produced,  and  marked  as  an  exhibit? 

Mr.  PrJM,  on  the  part  of  Decow  and  Shotwell.  "  If  those  cases  are 
embraced  in  the  proceedings  of  a  meeting  which  are  matters  of  record, 
I  object  to  the  witness  narrating  them,  without  producing  the  record, 
as  the  best  legal  evidence," 

Witness.  I  have  a  knowledge  of  at  least  two  other  cases  within  the 
same  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meetings  with  respect  to  meetings. 

Q.  What  is  your  practice  respecting  the  appointment  of  the  clerks 
of  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  It  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  I  think, 
ever  aince  I  have  been  a  member  of  it,  in  conformity  with  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  discipline  annually,  to  appoint  a  committee  to  consider  of, 
and  propose  the  name  of  a  Friend  to  act  as  its  clerk,  and  one  to  assist 
him  for  the  ensuing  year,  unless  the  press  of  business,  or  some  occur- 
rence, may  have  occasioned  the  stated  time  to  pass  by  unnoticed;  in  which 
cases,  if  any  such  have  happened,  and  I  believe  they  have,  the  Friend 
vho  has  been  under  appointment  to  that  service  has  continued  to  act 
UQlil  the  appointment  of  those  reported  by  the  committee. 

Q.  Who  was  the  clerk  of  that  meeting  in  1827,  and  when  was  be  ap- 
pointed? 

A.  David  Clark  was  the  clerk  of  that  meeting,  and  was  appointed  the 
Sth  of  Fifth-month,  I B27,  as  will  appear  by  a  minute  of  that  date,  to  serve 
for  one  year,  as  usual. 

Q.  Is  this  practice  of  appointing  clerks  for  one  year,  and  until  others 
are  chosen  in  their  stead,  the  usual  practice  in  other  meetings  for  dis- 
cipline) so  far  as  your  knowledge  extends^ 

A.  In  Yearly,  Quarterly,  and  Monthly  Meetings  that  is  the  practice, 
U  far  as  my  knowledge  extends;  but  in  Preparative  Meetings  I  think  it 
is  not  BO  generally  attended  to  annually — as  in  the  Preparative  Meeting 
of  which  I  am  a  member,  we  have  frequently,  when  the  meeting  has  been 
served  to  its  satisfaction,  let  several  years  pass  on  without  any  such  ap- 
pointment as  that  of  a  committee,  or  a  change  of  clerk:  and  I  believe 
this  to  have  been  the  practice  in  many  other  Preparative  Meetings. 
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Q.  H»vc  you  CTcr  known  an  instance  in  the  regular  proceedings  of 
Ihe  society,  of  the  appointment  of  another  clerk  of  any  meeting  by  such 
meeting  during  the  period  for  which  the  then  existing  clerk  was  ap- 
pointed, and  when  he  was  present  in  meeting  and  performing  the  duties 
of  Ids  office  i* 

A.  When  the  regularly  appointed  clerk  has  been  present  in  the  vaeetr 
ing  to  act  in  that  capacity  on  its  behalf,  I  never  did  know  such  a  cir> 
CUtnstance  in  the  meetings  for  discipline  of  our  society. 

Q.  Were  the  extracts  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  ISiir,  received  and 
acted  upon  by  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  They  were  received  and  acted  upon,  as  will  appear  by  the  mtDuU 
of  that  meeting  under  date  of  the  5th  of  Sixth-month,  1827.  [Witneu 
reads  the  minute.] 

Q.  Was  the  meeting's  quota  of  the  S3000  mentioned  in  the  extract!, 
raised  and  paid  by  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  The  several  Preparative  Meetings  constituting  that  Monthly  Meet* 
ing  raised  their  proportions  of  it,  and  three  of  them  paid  the  money,  a* 
directed,  to  Samuel  Bunting,  who  was  appointed  for  the  special  purpose 
of  receiving  itj  and  through  him  it  was  paid  to  William  Altinson,  at 
directed:  but  although  Chesterfield  and  Bordenlown  Preparative  Meet- 
ings raised  their  quotas  of  that  money,  they  declined  paying  it  to  Samuel 
Bunting,  and  transmitted  it  to  William  Allinson,  through  the  roedintn 
of  Jediah  Middleton. 

Q,  During  that  year,  were  there  any  difficulties  which  took  place  in 
that  meeting,  and  which  finally  led  to  the  separation  of  one  portioaj^H 
its  members.  J^^| 

A.  There  were.  "^^1 

Q.  State  what  they  were?  ^^| 

A.  In  answering  this  question,  it  cannot  be  expected  that  I  shall  naiw 
rate  every  extraordinary  transaction  that  took  place,  tending  to  produce 
ft  separation,  by  the  strength  of  memory;  but  I  will  endeavour  to  relate 
such  as  occur  to  me.  I  well  remember,  that  in  our  Monthly  Meeting 
held  in  Eightli-month,  1837,  a  member  of  that  meeting  made  request 
for  a  certificate  of  removal  for  a  minor  son  of  his,  to  be  directed  to 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  Philadelphia.  Persons  then  preBenL 
or  members,  being  impressed  with  the  belief,  that  it  was  a  matter  (U 
doubt  whether  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  then  existed,  agreeably 
to  the  established  order  of  our  society,  consequently  inquiry  was  made, 
whether  Friends  knew,  that  that  was  the  fact,  that  it  so  existed;  the  ia- 
quiry  produced  an  unusual  excitement  in  the  meeting,  which  induced 
those  concerned  to  support  the  order  and  discipline  of  society  to  pro- 
pose, that  if  an  appointment  was  made  on  the  request,  tt  should  be  first 
instructed  to  make  the  inquiry,  whether  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting 
continued  to  be  held  agreeably  to  good  order;  and  if  so,  if  no  obstructioo 
appeared  to  the  minor's  having  a  certificate,  to  prepare  one  for  the  ap- 
probation of  the  next  meeting.  This  proposition  was  objecied  to;  it  wu 
then  proposed  to  take  the  application  on  our  minutes,  and  defer  the  caw 
to  the  next  meeting,  in  order  that  individuals  concerned  might  ha^c  the 
opportunity  of  satiffyitig  themselves;  this  was  likewise  objected  to,  aii^ 
after  an  onusaai  excitement  in  the  meeting,  the  person  who  made  the  ap- 
plication stated,  that  if  the  meeting  did  not  act  on  the  request  in  the 
usual  way,  he  should  withdraw  it;  therefore,  the  subject  ceased  thert, 
at  that  time.     But  in  our  Monthly  Meeting,  of  Niuth-montb  following, 
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the  same  individual  renewed  his  request,  in  form,  as  before;  and  some 
observations  being  made  to  the  import  heretofore  spoken  of,  relative  to 
the  existence  of  that  meeting,  it  again  produced  great  excitement.  Wil- 
liam Newbold  being  present  in  the  meeting,  rose  and  stated,  that  for  the 
information  of  the  meeting  he  was  willing^ to  say,  (or  words  to  this  ef* 
feet,)  that  he  attended  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  in  Fifth-month 
last,  and  that  that  Quarterly  Meeting  at  that  time,  laid  down  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  attached  the  members  thereof  to  the  Philadel- 
phia Monthly  Meeting  held  for  the  northern  district,  and  made  a  record 
to  that  eifcct  on  their  minutes.     This  information,  however,  did  not  ap- 
pear to  satisfy  those  who  were  disposed  to  grant  the  certificate,  directed 
to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  they  still  insisted  on  its  being 
prepared  and  directed  to  that  meeting;  but  Friends,  bound  to  maintain 
the  discipline,  could  not  consent  to  this  course  of  procedure,  and  pro- 
posed that  an  appointment  should  be  made,  to  make  inquiry  relative  to 
the  propriety  of  pj*eparing  such  certificate,  and  to  prepare  one  directed 
to  the  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting  held  for  the  northern  district.  This 
proposition  was  not  satisfactory  to  such  of  the  members  as  appeared 
disposed  to  address  the  certificate  to  Green  street;  and  because  our  clerk 
at  the  table,  did  not  proceed  in  this  disordered  state  of  things,  to  make 
a  minute  to  embrace  the  request  for  the  certificate,  there  were  some  that 
proposed,  that  Jediah  Middleton  should  go  to  the  table  and  make  a  minute 
for  that  purpose.    This  was  objected  to  as  being  out  of  order,  for  our 
clerk  had  not  expressed  even  one  word  like  being  unwilling  to  serve 
the  meeting;  but,  I  believe,  was  waiting  to  see  the  meeting  in  that  set- 
tled state,  as  that  he  could  be  prepared  to  act;  however,  Jediah  Middle- 
ton  did  not  go  to  the  table,  neither  was  their  any  minute  made  on  the 
occasion ;  and  after  a  length  of  time  thus  spent,  there  seemed  to  be  more 
of  a  settlement,  and  the  clerk  closed  the  Monthly  Meeting  as  usual ;  but 
when  the  meeting  rose,  there  were  many  persons  remained  in  the  house. 
This  is  as  far  as  I  can  state  the  circumstances  at  this  time.  But  in  Tenth- 
month  the  meeting  assembled,  and  on  the  shutters  between  the  men  and 
women  being  closed,  Jediah  Middleton,  who  had  taken  his  seat  at  the 
clerk's  table,  nearly  one  hour  before  the  usual  time  for  the  meeting  to 
Rather,  immediately  arose,  and  read  a  minute  purporting  to  be  an  open- 
ing minute  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting.     This  very  extraordinary 
set  of  his,  induced  a  Friend  to  address  him,  and  request  him  to  desist 
from  such  a  course  of  procedure.  But  there  were  others  in  the  meeting 
who  instructed  him  to  go  on;  consequently  his  thus  attempting  to  act 
was  very  strongly  remonstrated  against,  not  only  by  the  members  of  that 
Monthly  Meeting,  that  were  bound  to  support  the  good  order  of  society, 
but  by  some  of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  who  were  then  in  at- 
tendance.    But  those  remonstrances  did  not  produce  the  desired  ciTect; 
they  seemed  determined  to  pursue  their  own  course,  and  after  entering 
a  solemn  protest  against  those  disorders.  Friends  ceased  to  remonstrate; 
and  they  proceeded  to  do  several  acts  under  the  assumed  character  of 
Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting— one  of  which  was,  they  appointed  what 
they  called  representatives,  to  attend  a  contemplated  Yearly  Meeting, 
or  in  other  words,  a  '^  Yearly  Meeting  to  be  held  in  that  month,  at 
Green  street,  Philadelphia ;"  also,  they  sent  persons  into  the  women's 
meeting  to  make  the  proposition  to  women  Friends,  that  they  would 
likewise  make  a  similar  appointment.  They  also  granted  the  certificate 
which  has  been   spoken   of,  for  the  minor,  directed  to  Green   street 
Vol.  L— 13 
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Monthly  Meeting.'   They  produced  in  the  course  of  the  meeting  t 
report  from  a  committee  purporting  to  be  under  appointment,  thit 
Jediah  Middleton  should  be  appointed  to  serve  the  meeting  as  clerk, 
and  that  Joseph  Abbott  should  assist  him.     This  report  they  received 
and  adopted.     They  appointed  a  committee  to  call  on  David  Clark,  the 
regular  clerk  of  ChesterBcld  Monthly  Meeting,  for  the  books  and  papers 
tiien  in  his  possession.     After  these  transactions,  I  do  not  remember  any 
particular  business  they  did.     They  were  then  requested  to  leave  the 
table;  and  after  a  length  of  time  they  did  leave  the  table,  v?ithout  making 
any  closing  minute  of  the  meeting,  when  David  Clark  took  his  seat  at 
the  table,  and  opened  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting.    The  meeting  was 
then  informed  that  there  were  persons  in  attendance  that  could  not,  con- 
sistently with  the  discipline,  sit  in  our  Monthly  Meeting.     A  request 
was  made,  that  if  there  were  any  such  persons  present  they  would  with- 
draw, in  order  that  we  might  proceed  to  transact  our  business.   No  person 
withdrawing  pursuant  to  the  request,  and  some  expressing  their  doabti 
of  the  correctness  of  the  statement,  the  Friend  who  had  suggested  there 
being  such  persons  present  was  called  on  to  give  their  names;  and  after 
some  time  he  rose  and  said  that  it  was  with  great  reluctance  that  he 
exposed  his  fellow  citizens;  but  if  he  must,  in  order  to  substantiate  what 
he  had  said,  it  was  William  Stevenson,  and  I  think  Edward  Edwards, 
were  the  names  he  mentioned.     William  Stevenson  denied  the  assertion, 
.  and  attempted  to  read  a  paper  in  his  own  justification.   He  was  requested 
to  desist,  and  after  some  entreaties  did  desist;  and  they  neither  of  them 
withdrawing,  and  those  who  had  acted  in  the  disorderly  manner  here- 
tofore spoken  of,  encouraging  them  to  keep  their  seats  in  the  meeting, 
the  meeting  was  under  the  necessity  of  adjourning  its  business  until  the 
next  day.     Before  I  leave  the  transactions  of  this  day,  I  believe  it  right 
to  advert  to  one  circumstance,  at  least,  which  I  have  omitted.     John 
Comly  was  present  in  the  meeting;  and  during  the  discussion  respecting 
the  irregular  proceedings  that  I  have  spoken  of,  and  the  remonstrances 
against  them,  a  Friend  arose  and  observed  that  if  John  Comly  had  not 
changed  his  sentiments  since  Fourth-month  last,  he  dare  appeal  to  him 
to  decide  whether  what  was  then  taking  place  was  not  a  great  departure 
from  good  order:  to  which  appeal  John  Comly  made  no  reply.     It  may 
be  right  for  me  also  to  observe,  that  by  general  repute,  it  was  well  un- 
derstood that  John  Comly  and  others  had  held  a  meeting  out  of  the  usual 
order  at  Chesterfield,  not  long  preceding  our  Monthly  Meeting  in  Eighth- 
month,  and  a  second  not  long  preceding  that  of  Ninth-month.  In  TweliUi- 
month,  1827,  a  committee  appointed  at  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting, 
and  also  a  committee  appointed  in  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  to  visit 
and  assist  their  subordinate  meetings,  both  attended  the  Preparative 
Meeting  held  at  Bordentown  at  the  usual  time,  where  there  were  a  con- 
siderable number  of  persons  who  were  members  of  Chesterfield  Pre- 
parative Meeting  present,  comprising  some  of  the  same  characters  that 
acted  in  the  disorderly  proceedings  of  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meetinr 
of  Tenth-month:  and  after  the  meeting  had  sat  a  considerable  length  oi 
time,  but  before  any  Friend  on  the  upper  seat  in  the  meeting  had  sbikci 
hands,  which  is  our  usual  mode  of  closing  our  meetings  for  worshipior' 
before  any  Friend  had  vocally  stated  that  it  was  the  usual  time  to  traM- 
act  the  concerns  of  the  Preparative  Meeting,  most  of  the  members  roiB 
hastily  from  their  seats,  and  went  up  stairs,  where  the  business  oC  tte 
Preparative  Meeting  is  usually  transacted.     Those  who  were  thc^J* 
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allendance  as  committees,  notwithstanding  the  unprecedented  manner 
in  which  the  members  of  the  meeting^  had  retired,  believed  it  best  to 
follow  them.     When  the  committees  got  up  stairs,  the  clerk  had  opened, 
or  was  about  to  open,  the  Preparative  Meeting.     It  was  then  stated  to 
the  meeting,  that  there  were  two  committees  then  in  attendance,  viz. 
one  from  the  Quarterly,  and  the  other  from  the  Monthly  Meeting,  which 
had  established  that  Preparative  Meeting;  and  if  the  clerk  was  acting  as 
clerk  for  that  Preparative  Meeting  held  in  subordination  to  those  meet- 
ings mentioned,  we  had  minutes  of  our  appointments  which  we  wished 
to  present  to  the  meeting.     They  did  not  seem  disposed  to  give  us  any 
information  respecting  the  character  in  which  they  were  acting;  and 
urged  their  clerk  to  proceed  with  the  business,  which  they  shortly  went 
through,  and  closed  the  meeting.     But  before  the  meeting  was  closed, 
one  or  more  of  the  committee  in  attendance  remonstrated  against  their 
disorderly  proceedings.     On  the  following  day,  those  same  committees, 
or  most  of  them  who  were  then  present,  attended  Chesterfield  Prepara- 
tive Meeting;  and  after  James  Brown,  who  was  then  at  the  table,  had 
opened  the  meeting,  and  was  about  to  proceed  with  the  business,  one  of 
the  committee  present  that  was  under  appointment  from  both  Quarterly 
and  Monthly  Meetings,  stated  to  the  meeting,  that  there  were  then  pre- 
sent, committees  from  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting  and  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting,  appointed  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings  thereof; 
and  that  if  the  person  then  at  the  table  was  acting  as  clerk  of  Chester- 
field Preparative  Meeting,  held  in  subordination  to  the  Quarterly  and 
Monthly  Meetings  just  mentioned,  they  had  minutes  of  their  appoint- 
ments in  those  meetings  respectively,  which  the  individual  was  ready  to 
present,  if  the  person  was  so  acting.     The  meeting,  or  those  who  ap- 
peared to  assume  to  transact  the  business,  declined  giving  any  direct 
answer  to  the  inquiry:  some  individuals  observed  that  they  knew  of  no 
luch  appointment  made  in  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting.     A  Friend^ 
one  of  the  committee,  then  observed,  that  owing  to  circumstances  that 
had  transpired  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting  held  in  the  preceding  Eleventh- 
month,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  had  been  under  the  necessity  of  adjourning 
its  sitting  to  Burlington;  and  in  the  adjourned  sitting  so  held,  in  taking 
into  consideration  the  painful  circumstances  that  the  members  within 
its  borders  were  then  in,  it  had  then  and  there  made  such  an  appoint- 
ment.   A  person  then  replied,  that  there  was  no  use  in  discussing  the 
subject,  for  it  was  well  understood.     This  person  I  am  pretty  clear 
was  Jediah  Middleton.     It  was  then  suggested,  whether  it  was  not 
giving  countenance  to  such  disorders,  to  remain  in  the  meeting  house 
where   the  persons  of  this  description  wore  transacting,   what  they 
assumed   to   call   the   business   of  Chesterfield   Preparative   Meeting. 
[I    do  not  profess  to  give  the  words  verbatim^  but  the  substance   I 
do.)     After  several  sentiments  being  expressed,  it  was  concluded  that 
it  would  be  more  consistent  with  the  due  support  of  good  order,  to  re- 
tire to  another  place,  and  transact  the  business  of  Chesterfield  Prepara- 
tive Meeting.     This  view  of  the  subject,  among  men  Friends,  was 
:ommunicated  to  the  women's  meeting,  with  which  they  accorded,  and 
:he  members,  both  men  and  women,  of  that  Preparative  Meeting,  who 
vere  disposed  to  adhere  to,  and  support  the  established  discipline  of  the 
lociety,  together  with  the  committees  in  attendance,  withdrew  from  the 
meeting  house,  and  retired  to  a  private  house  not  far  off,  and  when  there 
usembled,  the  inembers  of  that  Preparative  Meeting  first  appointed  a 
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clerkf  and  then  proceeded  to  transact  the  business  of  Chesterfield  Pre- 
parative Meeting.     After  going  through  which,  they  took  into  consider- 
ation where  the  next  Preparative  Meeting  should  be  held,  and  it  was 
concluded,  cither  to  hold  it  there,  or  that  the  subject  should  be  .intro- 
duced into  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  consideration,  and  that  it  should  be 
held  at  such  place  as  the  Monthly  Meeting  should  direct.     But  before 
mre  withdrew  from  the  meeting  house,  it  was  distinctly  and  explicitly 
itated,  that  we  withdrew  to  avoid  contention  there,  and  in  order  to 
transact  the  business  consistently,  and  that  we  considered  that  those 
mrho  had  been' accessary  to  our  being  under  the  necessity  of  thus  with- 
drawing, were  intruding  on  our  rights,  and  by  so  retiring  from  the 
house,  we  did  not  thereby  relinquish  any  rights  that  we  were  justly  CA* 
titled  to.     In  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  following  month,  i.  e.  Knt-    ; 
month,  1828,  after  the  meeting  was  opened,  it  was  supposed  there  were 
persons  present  who  could  not  consistently  sit  among  us,  therefore  a    ' 
request  was  made  that  if  there  were  any  of  that  description,  they  would' 
withdraw.     But  no  one  acknowledging  it  to  be  his  case,  and  it  not  being 
a  certain  fact,  to  our  knowledge,  we  proceeded  with  the  business  of  the 
meetings— and  after  having  disposed  of  two  or  three  subjects,  a  person 
arose  and  stated,  that  he  being  pretty  much  a  stranger  there,  he  did  not 
feel  easy  (or  to  that  effect)  that  the  meeting  should  proceed  further  with 
its  business,  without  informing  them  that  he  was  a  member  of  Philadel- 
phia Monthly  Meeting,  a  branch  of  Abington  Quarterly  Meetingk;-«nd 
the  members  of  our  Monthly  Meeting  knowing  that  there  waa  no  luch 
connexion  of  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting  as  that  of  its  being ahranch 
of  Abington  Quarter,  inquired  of  him  whether  he  had  beeOf  or  was  thea. 
under  the  care  of  any  Monthly  Meeting  for  departing  from  the  order  of 
society,  and  he  declining  to  reply  to  the  inquiry,  he  was  requested  to 
withdraw  from  the  meeting,  upon  the  presumption  that  he  could  not 
consistently  sit.     When  this  request  was  made,  several  of  the  members 
of  Chesteriield  Monthly  Meeting,  who  had  taken  an  active  part  in  the 
disorderly  proceedings  in  our  Monthly  Meeting  of  Tenth-month'preccd- 
in^,  expressed  their  approbation  of  his  sitting  in  the  meeting,  and  there 
being  no  prospect  of  his  withdrawing,  the  meeting  took  into  considera- 
tion what  was  best  to  be  done  under  existing  circumstances,  and  while 
we  were  thus  deliberating  on  the  subject,  the  women's  meeting  informed 
our's,  that  they  could  not  proceed  with  their  business  in  consequence  of 
one  of  their  members,  whose  case  was  then  on  their  minutes  as  an  of- 
fender for  departing  from  the  good  order  of  society,  being  presentf  and 
declining  to  withdraw,  when  requested  so  to  do.     And  they  aaked  the 
advice  and  judgment  of  men's  meeting  in  the  case.    These  circumstan- 
ces, connected  with  what  we  had  theretofore  experienced  in  our  meet- 
ings for  discipline,  induced  us  to  believe,  that  it  would  be  best  for  men 
and  women  Friends,  both,  to  remove  the  silting  of  that  meeting  to  a 
private  house  in  the  neighbourhood.     After  coming  to  this  conclusion, 
information  of  the  result  was  communicated  to  the  women's  meeting, 
with  which  they  united,  and  their  meeting,  and  the  men's,  adjourned  to 
meet  at  the  house  of  Sarah  Chapman,  as  soon  as  practicable.     But  be-  ■ 
fore  the  adjournment  was  made,  it  was  distinctly  and  expressly  stated, 
that  by  thus  removing  the  silling  of  the  meeting,  we  did  not  relinquish 
any  rights  which  we  were  jusily  entitled  to;  after  which,  a  minute  of  ad« 
journment  was  read  in  thfe  meeting,  and  in  conformity  with  that  minute 
of  adjournment,  men  and  women  Friends,  who  adhered  to  good  orderj 
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retired  to  the  house  of  our  friend  Sarah  Chapman,  the  place  to  which 
the  meeting  stood  adjourned,  and  when  there  assembled,  the  members 
of  the  meeting,  together  with  the  committee  in  attendance,  proceeded 
with  the  business  of  the  meeting.  I  believe  it  would  be  right  for  me 
now  to  state,  that  there  is  a  minute  on  the  record  of  the  meeting  I  have 
referred  to,  under  date  of  the  eighth  of  First-month,  1828,  and  also  a 
report  produced  to  that  meeting  at  that  time,  which  perhaps  will  give  a 
more  full  and  clear  view  of  the  subject. 

[The  witness  read  the  minute  and  report  referred  to,  from  Exhibit 
No.  38.] 

Q.  When  the  minute  of  adjournment  was  read  in  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Ninth-month,  18*J7,  as  you  have  related,  by  the  clerk,  was  there 
any  objection  made  to  it  by,  or  on  the  part  of,  any  of  the  members,  that 
the  meeting  had  not  got  through  with  its  business? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  that  there  was  an  individual  made  any  such 
objection. 

Q.  In  Tenth-month,  at  the  meeting  when  Jediah  Middleton  took 
his  seat  at  the  table  as  stated,  was  David  Clark,  the  regular  clerk  of  the 
meeting,  present  in  the  meeting  when  the  shutters  closed  ? 

A.  He  was  present. 

Q.  Was  there  any  proposition  submitted  to  that  meeting  to  change 
its  clerk,  by  substituting  Jediah  Middleton? 

A.  As  near  as  I  remember,  about  as  soon  as  was  possible  to  speak,  after 
the  shutters  were  closed,  George  M.  Forman,  in  a  very  low  voice,  sug- 
gested that  Jediah  Middleton  should  serve  the  meeting  as  clerk,  and 
perhaps  one  or  two  persons  sanctioned  it  in  a  very  quick  succession; 
and  I  am  not  perfectly  clear  but  what,  before  there  was  a  second  expres- 
sion, Jediah  Middleton  was  on  his  feet  and  about  to  read  the  minute 
opening  the  meeting. 

Q.  Is  it  consistent  with  the  order  and  discipline  of  the  Society,  or 
with  the  former  practice  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  for  the  Monthly 
Meeting  to  appoint  representatives  to  a  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  No,  it  is  not;  but  is  inconsistent  with  both. 

Q.  Is  it  consistent  with  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  Society  for  a 
meeting  to  transact  business  in  the  presence  of  those  who  are  not  mem- 
bers of  the  Society,  or  who  are  under  dealing  in  it? 

A.  No,  it  is  not  consistent  in  either  case. 

^^  s  - 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  committees  that  were  appointed  by  the  Quar- 
terly and  Monthly  Meetings  of  Burlington  and  Chesterfield,  to  visit  the 
subordinate  meetings  of  that  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meeting.  Was 
the  appointment  of  those  committees  in  accordance  with  the  order  and 
former  usages  of  the  Society? 

A.  Those  appointments  were  according  to  the  order  and  usages  of 
the  Society. 

Q.  At  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  of  Tenth-month,  1827,  you 
have  spoken  of  an  adjournment  of  the  meeting  until  the  next  day — did 
the  meeting  assemble  on  the  next  day  pursuant  to  that  adjournment,  and 
then  transact  its  business? 

A.  It  did  so  assemble,  and  transact  its  business. 

Q.  To  what  time  and  place  did  it  then  adjourn? 

A«  That  meeting  closed  as  it  had  uniformly  theretofore  done,  with  a 
full  understanding  that  it  would  meet  the  ensuing  month,  al  the  stated 
time  and  place,  which  it  accordingly  did.     The  Monthly  Meetings  arc 
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stated  meetingij  and  it  is  therefore  not  usual  at  the  close  of  the  meeting 
to  name  either  the  time  or  place  of  the  next  meeting. 

Q.  In  Eleventh-month,  1827,  did  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield 
assemble  at  its  usual  time  and  place,  and  did  the  regular  clerk,  Dairid 
Clark,  take  his  seat  at  the  table? 

A.  The  meeting  did  so  assemble  at  the  usual  time  and  place  in  Ele- 
venth-month, and  David  Clark  was  present,  and  took  his  seat^  and  acted 
as  clerk  to  the  meeting. 

Q.  Were  those  persons  who  have  been  spoken  of  as  taking  part  in 
the  irregular  proceedings  of  Tenth-month,  present  at  the  MontUf 
Meeting  of  Eleventh-month,  or  a  considerable  portion  of  them? 

A.  There  was  a  considerable  number  of  the  same  persons  spoken  of 
in  the  question,  attended  that  meeting — and  I  believe  I  may  say,  they 
pretty  generally  attended  it.  Jediah  Middleton  was  of  the  number  pre- 
sent. 

Q.  Did  that  meeting  proceed  to  transact  its  business  as  usual  ? 

A.  Yes,  it  did. 

Q.  Did  it  adjourn  as  usual? 

A.  Yes. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 


Friday  morning,  October  29,   1830,  at  ten  o'clock, 
continued. 

The  1st  volume  of  the  records  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burling 
ton,  commencing  in  1686,  and  which  was  spoken  of  in  the  examinatioa 
of  John  Gummere,  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrick- 
lon,  is  offered  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendricksba, 
and  by  consent  of  the  parties  and  their  counsel,  marked  by  me*  Exhibit 
No.  39. 

Samuel  Craft  in  continuation.-— 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Did  that  meeting  assemble  agun  in  Twelftli- 
month  and  transact  its  business  at  the  usual  time  and  place? 

Answer.  Yes,  it  did  so  assemble  and  transact  its  business* 

Q.  Who  acted  as  its  clerk? 

A.  David  Clark. 

Q.  Did  it  adjourn  as  usual? 

A.  Yes,  it  did  so  adjourn. 

Q.  At  the  meeting  held  in  Twelfth-monfh,  were  the  persons  ijpoken 
of  as  having  been  engaged  in  the  disorderly  proceedings  of  TentlH 
month,  and  amongst  them  Jediah  Middleton,  also  present  ? 

A.  The  persons  spoken  of  were  generally  present,  and  Jediah  Mid- 
dleton also. 

Q.  At  either  of  these  two  last  mentioned  meetings,  was  any  objection 
made  to  David  Clark  as  the  clerk  of  the  meeting? 

A.  No,  there  was  not  any  objection  made  to  his  being  clerk  of  the 
meeting. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  also  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  held  in  First-montb, 
1828;  who  opened  that  Meeting  as  clerk? 

A.  David  Clark  opened  that  meeting  as  its  clerk. 

Q.  Did  he  continue  to  act  as  its  clerk  until  tKe  adjournment  spoken 
of,  in  consequence  of  the  refusal  to  withdraw  of  the  persons,  who  it  was 
understood  had  no  right  to  be  present  at  the  deliberations  of  the  nleeC- 
ing?' 
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A.  Yes,  he  did  so. 

Q.  Have  the  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  who  thus  adjourned, 
continued  to  hold  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield,  by  regular  ad- 
journments, until  the  present  time? 

A.  They  have  continued  to  hold  that  Monthly  Meeting  at  the  stated 
times  until  the  present. 

Q.  Did  David  Clark  continue  to  serve  it  as  its  clerk|  until  the  expira- 
tion of  the  period  for  which  he  was  appointed? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  that  Monthly  Meeting  continue  to  be  a  constituent  part  of 
and  acknowledge  itself  subordinate  to  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  Yes,  it  does. 

Q.  Has  it  continued  to  be  recognised  as  the  ^  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Chesterfield,"  by  the  Burlington  Quarter? 

A.  Yes,  it  has. 

Q.  Is  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  of  which  this  meeting  forms 
a  constituent  part,  subordinate  to,  and  represented  in,  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Friends  held  on  the  third  Second-day,  in  Fourth-month  annually, 
in  Arch  street,  Philadelphia? 

A.  Yes,  it  is  so  subordinate  and  so  represented. 

Q.  Has  it  always  been  recognised  by  the  Yearly  Meeting,  as  the  regu- 
lar Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting  of  the  society? 

A.  Yes,  it  has. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  proposition  made  in  the  Monthly  Meeting 
of  Tenth-month,  1827,  by  George  M.  Forman,  that  Jediah  Middleton 
should  serve  the  meeting  as  its  clerk,  and  that  some  few  others  concurred 
with  the  proposition;  were  the  persons  who  proposed,  and  those  who 
concurred  in  it,  the  same  persons  who  had  remained  in  the  house  after  the 
regular  adjournment  of  the  preceding  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  They  were  some  of  the  same  persons  who  remained  in  the  house,  as  I 
have  related. 

Q.  Was  the  opening  minute  of  the  meeting  in  Tenth-month,  written 
by  Jediah  Middleton,  before  or  after  his  name  was  proposed  and  con- 
curred in  by  persons  alluded  to? 

A.  It  was  not  written  after;  and  if  it  was  written  at  all,  it  must  have 
been  before. 

Q.  Was  Jediah  Middleton  on  his  feet  at  the  clerk's  table,  before  any 
such  proposition  was  made  at  all? 

A.  He  was  at  the  clerk's  table;  and  it  would  be  difficult  for  me  to  say 
whether  he  was  on  his  feet  or  not;  it  was  all  transacted  in  such  haste. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  visit  of  the  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meeting's 
committees  to  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  in  Twelfth-montk, 
1 837;  and  that  you  there  found  James  Brown  acting  as  its  clerk.  Was 
he  pi-esent  at  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Tenth-month,  and  one  of  those 
who  acted  in  concert  with  Jediah  Middleton,  and  George  M.  Forman, 
in  the  disorderly  proceedings  which  there  took  place? 

A.  Yes,  he  was. 

Q.  Was  the  granting  of  a  certificate  to  a  member,  directed  to  a 
Monthly  Meeting  which  had  been  laid  down  by  its  Quarter,  in  conform- 
ity with  the  order  and  discipline  of  the  society? 

A.  It  was  not,  but  it  was  an  open  violation  of  such  order  and  disci- 
pline. 
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A.  By  repute,  they  profess  to  be  a  constituent  branch  of  what  they 
call  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting. 

Q.  Is  that  meeting  of  which  they  profess  to  be  a  branch,  and  which 
tbey  call  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  the  same  Burlington  Quar- 
terly Meeting  spoken  of  by  the  witness? 

A.  No,  it  is  not. 

Q.  Has  any  other  Quarterly  Meeting  ever  been  recognised  by  the 
Yearly  Meeting  as  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  but  the  one  spoken 
of  by  the  witness? 

A.  There  has  not. 

Q.  Is  the  meeting  so  held  by  them  represented  in  the  Yearly  Meeting 
of  Friends? 

A.  No,  it  is  not. 

Q.  Are  they  represented  in,  and  do  they  acknowledge  themselves  to 
be  a  constituent  portion  of,  a  meeting  held  annually  in  Green  and  Cherry 
streets,  Philadelphia? 

A.  By  general  repute,  they  are  so  represented^  and  do  thus  acknow- 
ledge themselves  to  be  a  portion  of  that  meeting. 

Q.  From  the  period  of  the  appointment  of  representatives  in  Tenth- 
month,  1827,  to  the  meeting  to  be  held  in  that  month  in  Green  street, 
have  they  always  acknowledged  themselves  in  unity  with  those  who  held 
that  meeting,  and  who  have  since  continued  to  hold  the  meeting  spoken 
of  in  Green  and  Cherry  streets? 

A.  By  general  repute,  they  have. 

Q.  Have  they  since  the  separation  in  First-month,  1828,  entirely  with- 
drawn themselves  from  the  Preparative  and  Monthly  Meetings  of  Ches- 
terfield, and  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington,  and  disclaimed  the 
authority  of  those  meetings  over  them? 

A.  They  have  not  attended  any  of  those  meetings  spoken  of  since  that 
time,  and  do  disclaim  their  authority  over  them. 

Q.  You  spoke  of  a  committee  being  appointed  to  prepare  a  statement 
of  facts  relative  to  the  separation,  and  the  causes  which  led  to  it.  Have 
that  committee  performed  the  service  to  which  they  were  appointed? 

A.  The  committee  did  perform  the  service.  They  drew  up  a  state- 
ment of  the  various  circumstances  which  led  to  the  separation,  up  to  the 
period  of  their  appointment,  and  presented  it  to  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  that  report  placed  upon  the  records  of  the  meeting? 

A.  Yes,  it  was,  and  will  be  found  on  the  records  here  exhibited,  under 
date  of  6th  of  Eleventh-month,  1827. 

The  witness  refers  to  Exhibit  No.  38. 

Q.  Have  Jediah  Middleton,  and  those  alluded  to,  as  having  taken 
part  with  him  in  the  disorderly  proceedings  stated,  been  disowned  by 
the  society  for  their  violation  of  its  discipline? 

A.  Yes,  they  have,  as  will  appear  by  the  records  here  exhibited,  and 
marked  No.  38. 

Q.  Were  the  persons  who  first  advocated  the  granting  of  this  certi- 
ficate to  Green  street,  and  those  who  remained  in  the  meeting  house 
I  after  the  adjournment  of  the  meeting  in  Ninth-month,  1827,  and  those 
b>  who  took  part  in  the  proceedings,  as  stated  in  Tenth-month,  1827,  and 
^  in  the  proceedings  in  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Chesterfield  in 
|.  Twelfth-month,  as  a  body,  the  same  persons  who  advocated  the  remain- 
ing in  the  meeting,  of  the  person  alluded  to  in  First-month,  1828,  which 
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caused  the  adjournment,  and  who  have  since  been  disowned  by  the  lo- 
ciety  for  their  infractions  of  its  discipline? 

A.  They  were  the  same  persons  generally — as  a  body,  they  were  the 
same  persons.  It  was  some  among  that  number  that  advocated  thit 
person's  remaining  in  the  meeting. 

Q.  Was  Stacy  Decow,  the  person  named  in  the  proceedings  in  thii 
cause,  formerly  a  member  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Chesterfield? 

A.  Yes,  he  was  a  member,  previous  to  First-month,  1828. 

Q.  Docs  he  still  continue  to  be  a  member  of  that  meeting? 

A.  No — he  has  since  then  been  disunited  from  the  society,  as  will  ap- 
pear by  the  records  last  referred  to. 

Q.  Is  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  another  of  the  parties  named  in  this  cauie, 
a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  No,  he  is  not.  lie  has  been  disunited,  as  will  also  appear  by  the 
records  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  last  referred  to. 

Q.  Was  he  disowned  before  or  since  the  separation? 

A.  He  was  disowned  before  the  separation. 

Q.  Did  any  of  those  persons  who  have  seceded  from  the  society,  and 
who  now  hold  the  meetings  spoken  of  in  violation  of  its  discipline,  take 
a  part  in  his  disownment? 

A.  Yes,  they  did,  as  will  fully  appear  by  the  records. 

Q.  Did  he  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  Yes,  he  did  so  appeal  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Burlington;  and 
that  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Were  the  persons  alluded  to,  as  taking  part  in  his  disownment,  at 
the  time  of  his  appeal,  members  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  taking 
part  in  the  administration  of  its  discipline? 

A.  They  were  members  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  some  of  them 
occasionally  took  a  part  in  the  administration  of  its  discipline. 

Q.  Is  he  now  reputed  to  be  in  unity  with  them,  and  a  member  of  the 
meetings  established  by  them? 

A.  By  general  repute,  he  is,  and  has  been,  from  a  very  short  period 
since  Friends  withdrew  from  the  meeting  house. 

Q.  Is  Joseph  Hendrickson,  another  of  the  parties  named  in  thii  caniCi 
a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  Yes,  he  is.    He  belongs  to  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting. 

Q.  Is  he  the  treasurer  of  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  school 
fund? 

A.  Yes,  he  is;  and  so  far  as  my  recollection  extends,  he  has  been  such 
treasurer  for  about  fourteen  years. 

Q.  During  that  period  has  there  been  any  other  treasurer  of  that  fand? 

A.  No,  there  has  not. 

Q.  Was  Stacy  Decow  ever  appointed  treasurer  of  that  fund  by  that 
meeting? 

A.  No,  he  was  not. 

Q.  Were  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee  of  1827  acknowledged  and 
received  by  the  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting? 

A.  Yes,  they  were,  and  a  minute  made  of  their  attendance,  as  will 
appear  by  the  records  of  that  meeting  here  exhibited,  and  marked  Nfr 
33,  under  date  of  the  29th  of  Fifth-month,  1827. 

And  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the  said  Stacy  Decow  and 
Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  witness  further  affirms  as  follows,  viz. 
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Question  by  Mr.  Price.  In  whose  possession  are  the  records  of  Ches- 
terfield Monthly  Meeting  immediately  preceding  those  you  have  exhi- 
bited? 

Answer.  They  are  in  the  hands  of  David  Clark,  clerk  of  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  the  statement  of  facts  referred  to  by  you  under  date  of  Ele- 
venth-month, 1827,  exclusively  made  by  those  who  withdrew  from  the 
house  in  First-month,  1828? 

A.  That  statement  was  made  by  that  portion  of  the  members  of  that 
Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Were  you  one  of  the  committee  that  made  it? 

A.  I  was  one  that  assisted  in  preparing  that  statement. 

Q.  Were  you  one  of  the  Quarterly  and  Monthly  Meeting's  committees, 
to  visit  the  Preparative  Meetings? 

A.  Yes,  I  was. 

Q.  Have  you  also  taken  part  in  the  disownments  spoken  of  by  you? 

A.  I  have,  in  the  course  of  those  transactions,  been  occasionally  en- 
gaged in  the  service. 

Q.  When  you  say  that  it  would  not  be  regular  to  appoint  a  clerk  with- 
out a  recommendation  of  a  committee,  do  you  not  speak  of  regular  and 
harmonious  times  in  the  society? 

A.  Our  discipline  is  the  same  at  all  times,  and  under  all  circumstances; 
therefore  the  same  rule  must  be  adhered  to. 

Q.  Have  not  Friends  on  your  side,  sometimes  called  upon  a  Friend  to 
act  for  the  meeting  without  his  having  been  recommended  by  a  com- 
mittee? 

A.  It  is  not  unusual,  in  the  absence  of  the  regular  clerk,  to  name  one 
to  lupply  his  place  for  that  meeting;  but  when  the  regular  clerk  is  in 
the  meeting,  I  never  knew  an  instance  of  the  kind. 

Q.  Was  not  James  Brown  present  to  act  as  clerk  of  Chesterfield  Pre- 
parative Meeting  in  Twelfth-month,  1827? 

A.  He  was  present,  as  I  have  stated  in  my  former  examination,  and 
at  the  table,  and  appeared  to  be  acting  on  behalf  of  the  meeting  then 
assembled;  but  when  he  was  inquired  of  by  the  committee  in  attendance, 
in  what  capacity  he  was  acting,  he  declined  giving  the  committee  any 
information. 

Q.  Had  he  not  been  the  regularly  appointed  clerk,  theretofore? 

A.  I  believe  he  had. 

Q.  When  you  withdrew  from  the  meeting  house  where  the  Preparative 
Meeting  was  holding,  in  Twelfth-month,  1827,  to  what  place  did  you  go? 

A.  If  the  question  means,  where  did  we  go  to  transact  the  business, 
I  can  reply,  we  went  to  the  house  of  Matthew  Forsyth. 

Q.  When  you  withdrew  from  where  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  held 
in  First-month,  1323,  where  did  you  go? 

A.  I  suppose  by  the  word  eo.  is  intended,  where  we  went  to  transact 
our  business.     We  wer;i  to  the  house  of  Sarah  Chapman. 

Q.  Had  there  been  previous  preparaiion  on  either  of  those  occasions, 
for  your  reception  a:  those  houses? 

A.  In  the  fir*:  ins:ince,  I  ^m  perfectly  satisfied  from  what  I  observed 
when  I  went  to  the  house  of  Matthew  Torsytli,  there  had  been  no  pre- 
vious arrangements  whatever.  But  from  what  then  happened,  and  what 
we  had  previously  experienced,  some  cf  the  members  of  Chentrrfielcl 
Preparative  Meeting  bad  thought  it  adviseable,  that  if  we  should  be  under 
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the  necCBiity  of  leaving  our  meeting  house  to  support  the  good  orderof 
society,  we  should  have  some  place  to  resort  to;  and  therefore  they  hid 
made  some  preparations. 

Q.  Were  the  houses  of  Matthew  Forsyth  and  Sarah  Chapman  within 
the  township  that  gives  name  to  the  Chesterfield  Preparative  and  MoBth- 
ly  Meetings? 

A.  No,  they  were  not,  either  of  them. 

Q.  Does  not  Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting  keep  a  book  of  records? 

A.  I  do  not  know  respecting  that.  I  have  never  seen  any  thing  but 
loose  papers  containing  the  business  of  that  meeting;  unless  that  I  mtj 
have  seen  it  on  the  clerk's  table.     I  cannot  say  positively. 

Q.  Has  not  that  Preparative  Meeting  exercised  the  exclusive  manag^ 
ment  and  control  of  the  school  fund  in  question,  through  its  committee!, 
trustees,  and  treasurer? 

A.  Yes,  I  believe  it  has,  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends. 

Q,  At  the  Ninth-month  meeting  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  had 
those  who  remained  behind  when  you  withdrew,  assented  to  the  subject 
of  granting  the  certificate  of  removal  as  requested,  being  passed  by  JOh 
acted  upon? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  that  they  had  expressed  their  assent  to  its  be- 
ing passed  by. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  then  suppose  that  they  were  assenting  to  the  ad- 
journment of  the  clerk,  which  left  it  unacted  upon? 

A.  I  believe,  that  that  portion  of  the  members,  under  existing  circirai- 
stances,  were  desirous  that  the  clerk  should  have  proceeded  with  the 
subject  of  that  application,  on  condition  of  its  being  dir<^ted  to  Green 
street;  but  I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  not  more  to  their  minds,  that 
the  meeting  should  adjourn,  than  to  have  acted  on  it^  according  to  the 
order  of  society. 

Q.  Did  the  committee  who  reported  in  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Tenth-montli,  1827,  that  Jediah  Middleton  should  act  as  clerk,  purport 
to  be  under  appointment  from  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  previous 
month? 

A.  To  the  best  of  my  recollection  it  did:  but  I  may  add,  that  there 
was  no  such  appointment  made  at  the  previous  Monthly  Meeting;  unleai 
it  was  made  among  those  who  remained  in  the  house  after  the  Monthly 
Meeting  closed;  and  from  what  I  have  heard,  I  am  induced  to  believCf 
that  that  was  the  case. 

Q.  You  have  stated  already,  that  a  Monthly  Meeting  names  no  time 
or  place  for  its  next  meeting  in  its  adjournments;  if  a  Monthly  Meeting 
should  make  no  closing  minute,  would  it  not  be  understood  that  it  was 
to  convene  at  the  stated  time  and  usual  place? 

A.  As  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  I  never  knew  a  circumstance  of 
a  Monthly  Meeting  being  held  without  an  opening  and  closing  minute. 

Q.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  usual  closing  minute? 

A.  I  understand  it  to  be  in  substance,  that  the  services  of  the  day  are 
performed;  consequently  the  members  withdraw. 

Q.  Can  the  witness  give  the  usual  words? 

A.  In  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  the  most  usual  form,  I  believe, 
is,  "  the  meeting  closed" — or  "  the  meeting  then  concludes,"  or  some* 
thing  like  this;  having  reference  to  that  particular  meeting. 

Q.  Were  not  the  committees,  which  the  Bordentown  and  Chesterfield 
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Preparative  Meetings  declined  to  acknowledge,  appointed  after  the  se- 
paration in  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  and  Burlington  Quarter? 

A.  The  committee  appointed  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  was  appoint- 
ed at  Burlington,  at  the  regularly  adjourned  sitting  of  that  meeting.  The 
Monthly  Meeting's  committee  was  appointed  by  the  regular  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting,  in  Twelfth-month,  182?. 

.Q.  Did  those  who  declined  acknowledging  them  concur  in  their  ap- 
pointment? 

A.  In  the  Quarterly  Meeting  they  were  not  present,  I  believe:  and  in 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  I  believe  they  were  silent  on  the  occasion,*  to  the 
best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  When  the  committee  was  at  Bordentown  Preparative  Meeting, 
did  not  those  who  had  usually  closed  that  meeting,  do  so  on  that  occa- 
sion? 

A.  Yes,  I  believe  they  did.  I  speak  of  the  Preparative  Meeting  for 
discipline.  As  regards  the  closing  of  the  meeting  for  worship,  if  any 
person  closed,  it  was  seen  by  but  very  few;  for  my  part,  I  did  not  see, 
nor  suppose  that  it  was  closed  by  any  one. 

Q.  At  the  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meetings  of  Eleventh  and  Twelfth- 

Sonths,  1827,  and  First-Month,  1828,  did  not  those  Friends  who  did 
f  unite  in  your  proceedings,  remain  after  you  adjourned,  and  hold 
bat  they  considered  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe  at  each  of  the  times  mentioned,  they  remained  in  the 
meeting  house;  but  what  they  did  further,  I  cannot  tell. 

Q.  Do  they  continue  to  occupy  that  meeting  house,  for  purposes  of 
worship  and  discipline? 

A.  They  continue  to  occupy  the  meeting  house,  and  I  suppose  for 
those  purposes,  as  they  consider  it. 

Q.  Is  your  body  still  out  of  the  possession  of  that  house? 

A.  We  do  not  occupy  the  meeting  house. 

Q.  Shortly  after  the  separation  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting,  did 
there  not  come  to  your  portion  of  what  had  been  that  Monthly  Meeting, 
from  the  other  portion,  a  proposition  for  an  ^^  amicable  settlement  of 
differences  in  respect  to  property?" 

A.  ^he  clerk  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  stated  to  that  meeting, 
not  long  after  the  time  mentioned  in  the  question,  that  there  was  a  pa- 
per put  into  his  hands,  that  had  come  out  of  the  usual  channel. 
and  asked  the  instructions  of  the  meeting  on  the  occasion;  and  accord- 
ing to  long  established  usage  both  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  and  of 
society  generally,  on  such  occasions,  it  was  suggested  that  a  few  Friends 
be  named  to  inspect  it,  which  was  accordingly  done;  and  they  reported, 
that  they  did  not  think  it  proper  to  have  it  read  in  the  Monthly  Meeting; 
therefore,  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  not  put  in  possession  of  the  contents 
of  the  paper. 

Q.  Were  you  one  of  that  committee? 

A.  Yes,  I  was. 

Q.  Was  it  in  character  of  a  paper  such  as  my  previous  question  in- 
dicated? And  docs  the  paper  now  handed  to  the  witness,  appear  to  be 
a  copy  of  it?  [a  paper  being  put  into  the  hands  of  the  witness.J 

A.  I  think  it  was  in  substance  to  the  same  efiect.  I  cannot  say  that 
this  is  an  exact  copy. 

The  paper  shown  the  witness,  was  ofiered  in  evidence  in  this  cause*  on 
the  part  of  Stacy  Decow  and  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  and  marked  by  me. 
Exhibit  B. 
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Q.  I  would  ask  the  vritness,  how  he  knew  Jediah  Middleton  took  bu 
seat  at  the  clerk's  table,  nearly  an  hour  before  the  time,  at  the  Tentb- 
month  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  The  way  I  came  to  know  it,  was,  I  was  appointed  on  some  com* 
xnittee,  that  was  to  meet  at  the  meeting  house  at  the  tenth  hour  thit 
morning,  to  attend  to  some  business  of  the  Monthly  Meeting;  and  I  be- 
lieve I  got  there  punctually  to  the  time;  and  when  I. got  to  the  meeting 
house,  Jediah  Middleton  was  in  the  women's  end  of  the  house ;  and  very 
soon  after  he  walked  up  and  took  his  scat;  and  I  think  he  did  not  leaTe 
it,  until  the  time  I  have  heretofore  spoken  of. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  please  to  state  what  business  of  the  Monthl)r 
Meeting  took  him  there  at  that  time? 

A.  No,  I  cannot ;  I  cannot  remember  what  the  particular  occurrence 
was. 

Q.  When  the  subject  of  granting  the  certificate  of  removal  to  be  di- 
rected to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  was  under  discussion,  was  it 
not  stated  to  the  meeting,  that  that  Monthly  Meeting  had  been  accepted 
by  Abington  Quarter,  as  a  branch  thereof? 

A.  I  do  not  remember  that  there  was  such  a  statement  made.    I  do 
not  say  there  was  not;  but  if  there  was,  it  would  have  been  an  additioniL 
circumstance  to  prevent  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  from  grantiiK 
such  certificate  addressed  to  that  Monthly  Meeting.  ^ 

Q.  When  Burlington  Quarterly  Meeting,  about  1835,  undertook  to 
decide  against  the  proceedings  of  Chesterfield  Monthly  Meeting  in  re^ 
spect  to  the  irregular  reception  of  certain  individuals  into  membership, 
did  it  appear  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  that  received  them  into  mem- 
bership, was,  at  the  time  of  such  reception,  as  a  Monthly  Meeting,  in- 
formed of  their  previous  disownment  in  the  two  cases,  and  in  the  one  of 
the  individual  belonging  to  another  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  Monthly  Meeting,  as  a  meeting,  was  in 
possession  of  that  information. 

Q.  Did  not  the  Monthly  Meeting  itself  carry  into  effect  the  judgment 
of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  respect  to  those  unadvised  receptions? 

A.  The  Monthly  Meeting,  as  a  Monthly  Meeting,  took  no  part  in  the 
business  whatever,  further  than  what  appears  on  the  records  here  exhi- 
bited, which  I  believe  will  be  found  to  be  as  acts  of  information  to  indi- 
viduals. 

Q.  Was  that  information  given  by  the  Monthly  Meeting's  committee? 

A.  Yes,  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  I  observe  by  the  minutes  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  shortly  after 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Fourth-month,  1837,  that  there  was  a  delay  of 
some  months  in  nominating  overseers:  can  the  witness  state  the  cause  of 
this  delay? 

A.  As  it  is  some  time  since,  it  would  be  difficult  for  me  to  state  pre- 
cisely the  cause  or  causes  of  such  delay,  but  no  doubt  one  cause  was, 
that  there  was  not  a  full  union  of  sentiment  among  the  committee,  else 
the  delay  would  not  have  happened. 

Q.  Did  not  you,  as  one  of  that  committee,  deem  it  of  importance,  to 
be  ascertained  of  the  sentiments  of  the  individuals  proposed,  in  respect 
to  the  unhappy  division  that  had  recently  taken  place  in  the  society? 

A.  I  undoubtedly  did. 

Q.  In  respect  to  the  question  of  numbers,  which  was  the  greater  in 
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Chesterfield  Preparative  Meeting,  those  that  withdrew  to  the  house  of 
-Matthew  Forsyth,  or  those  that  continued  to  occupy  the  meeting  house? 

A.  I  cannot  say  positively,  as  I  took  no  enumeration  of  them,  but  I 
believe  the  larger  number  remained  in  the  meeting  house. 

Q.  Was  this  also  the  case  in  respect  to  the  members  of  Chesterfield 
Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  believe  it  was. 

And  the  said  Samuel  Craft  being  again  examined  in  chief  on  the  part 
of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  further  affirms  as  follows,  viz: 

Q.  Among  those  who  remained  in  the  house  after  you  had  withdrawn 
to  the  house  of  Matthew  Forsyth,  was  there,  or  not,  embraced  a  majority 
of  the  original  subscribers  to  the  school  fund  of  the  Preparative  Meeting 
of  Chesterfield  referred  to  in  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  or  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  such  subscribers,  as  is  alleged  in  the  cross  bill  of  Thomas 
L.  Shotwell  in  this  cause? 

A.  I  find,  by  examining  a  memorandum  which  I  believe  contains  the 
names  of  all  the  original  subscribers  to  that  fund,  that  they  amount  to 
forty-three  in  number^  and  out  of  that  number  I  think  there  cannot  be 
more  than  twelve  of  those  subscribers  who  have  any  legal  representative, 
or  could  have  any,  in  the  Preparative  Meeting  at  the  time  spoken  of;  and 
among  this  number  some  of  their  representatives  would  be  amoflg  those 
that  remained  in  the  house,  and  some  with  those  that  left  the  house. 
Of  the  whole  forty-three  original  subscribers,  there  are  no  more  than 
twelve  that  could  possibly  be  in  that  meeting,  or  who  have  left  descend- 
ants or  representatives  that  could  be  there.  I  believe  there  was  at  the 
time,  but  one  of  those  original  subscribers  living,  that  could  have  at- 
tended that  Preparative  Meeting;  and  of  this  number  [twelve]  who  have 
left  representatives,  part  of  such  representatives  are  on  one  side,  and 
part  on  the  other;  but  the  proportions  I  do  not  know. 

And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  Samuel  Craft. 

Affirmed  as  aforesaid,  and  subscribed  this  twenty-ninth  day  of  Octo- 
ber, in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty, 
at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Glou- 
ccBter,  before  me,  J.  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner  in  Chanury. 

The  counsel  for  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  here  rest  the  examina" 
tion  of  witnesses  on  his  part  in  this  cause. 

J.  J.  Foster, 
Master  and  Examiner  in  Chancery. 


In  Chancery^  New  Jersey. 

BETWEEN 

Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  Complainant, 

and  ^  ON  INTERPLEADER,  &C. 

Joseph  Hendriokson  and  Stacy  Deoow, 

Defendants. 

Examinations,  Sec.  of  witnesses,  &c.  in  the  above  cause,  on  the  part  of 
the  complainant  Thomas  L.  ShotwelI,'and  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, taken  at  the  house  of  William  Ridgway,  innkeeper,  in  Camden, 
in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  and  state  of  New  Jersey^  commencing  on 
Monday  the  15th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred  and  thirty;  pursuant  to  a  notice,  the  due  service  of 
which  is  admitted  by  the  adverse  party  and  his  counsel,  in  the  presence 
of  Eli  K.  Price,  Esquire,  of  counsel  with  the  complainant,  and  the  said 
Stacy  Decow,  and  Jeremiah  H.  Sloan,  Esquire,  of  counsel  with  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  also  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  or  such  of 
them  as  would  attend.  * 

The  counsel  for  the  complainant  and  Stacy  Decow  opens  the  exami- 
nation on  their  part  by  offering  the  following  copies  of  notices,  which, 
at  the  former  examination,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson, 
and  at  the  time  of  their  dates  respectively,  were  served  upon  the  said 
counsel  for  Hendrickson,  in  the  presence  of  the  examiner,  and  are  in 
the  forms  following,  viz: 

In  Chancery^  New  Jeney* 

First.  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  Complainant,  and  Joseph  Hendriokson 

•  and  Staot  Deoow,  Defendants. 

Gentlemen,  the  minutes  and  records  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends 
held  in  Philadelphia,  having  been  traced  to  the  possession  of  Jonathan 
Evansy  who  is  of  the  same  party  of  Friends  distinguished  in  Hendrick- 
son's  answer  as  Orthodox,  you  are  notified  to  have  produced  before  the 
examiner  the  said  records  from  the  beginning,  as  affording  the  best  legal 
etidence  of  the  history  and  transactions  of  the  said  meeting. 

Very  respectfully,  &c.'  Eli  K.  Price, 

Of  counsel  for  Shotwell  and  Decow, 
Abraham  Brown  and  Jeremiah  H.  Sloan,  Esquires, 
Of  Counsel  for  Hendrickson. 

October  21,  1830. 

Second  notice. — In  like  form,  and  referring  to  the  minutes  and  records 
of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  held  in  Philadelphia,  traced  to  the  pos- 
session of  Jonathan  Evans  and  Thomas  Stewardson,  who  are  of  the  same 
party  of  Friends  distinguished  in  Hendrickson's  answer  as  Orthodox, 
&c.  Subscribed  and  directed  as  the  fqrmer,  and  bearing  date  October 
33d,  1830. 

Third  notice.**-In  like  form  as  the  other  two,  referring  to  the  records 
of  the  Burlington  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings,  in  the  possession  of 
Tohn  Gummere.  Subscribed  and  directed  as  aforesaid,  and  dated  Oc- 
tober 28th,  1830. 

Vol.  IiF— 45 
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l^iVtf^    Abraham  Lower,  of  the  Northern  Liberties,  PhiladelphiR,  a  witnm 
"^  produced  on  the  part  of  the  said  complainant  and  Stacy  Decowy  ^Utp 
ing  himself  to  be  conscientiously  scrupulous  of  taking  an  oath,  and  being 
duly  affirmed  according  to  law,  on  his  solemn  affirmation,  declareth  aid 
saith,  viz: 

Question.  What  is  your  age? 

Answer.  Fifty-three  and  upwards;  I  am  not  yet  fifty-four. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  I  am:  and  have  been  a  member  more  than  thirty-three  years. 

Q.  Have  you  been  engaged  in  the  administration  of  the  discipliaeof 
the  society,  and  if  so,  how  long? 

A.  I  have  been  more  or  less  so  engaged,  for  more  than  twenty  yean 
I  might  have  said  for  thirty  years. 

Q*  Has  there  been  a  separation  of  the  members  of  the  Societfrf 
Friends? 

A.  There  has. 

Q.  Were  you,  previously  thereto,  a  member  of  the  Meeting  for  Sdto- 
ings,  and  of  the  select  meeting  for  ministers  and  elders? 

A.  I  was. 

Q.  Will  you  relate  what  you  understand  to  have  been  the  causes  of 
the  division  in  the  society,  as  nearly  as  you  can,  according  to  dates? 

A.  The  most  prominent  cause  of  a  public  nature,  I  consider  to  be, 
the  public  opposition  or  disrespect  manifested  by  the  members  of  Piae 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jonathan  Evans, 
in  breaking  up  the  men's  meeting,  or  closing  it,  whilst  Elias  Hicks  was, 
with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  engaged  ia 
the  women's  department,  in  the  prosecution  of  his  religious  concern.  It 
gave  much  concern,  uneasiness,  and  dissatisfaction  to  a  large  part  of  the 
society,  who  became  acquainted  with  the  circumstances,  as  far  as  uf 
knowledge  extends. 

Q.  Was  it  an  unusual  circumstance? 

A.  Quite  unusual;  and  understood  to  be  a  mark  of  disrespect. 

Q.  Was  it  so  understood  by  prominent  individuals,  afterwards  opposed 
to  him? 

A.  I  am  satisfied  it  was.  Because  in  a  conversation  I  had  with  Samnd 
Bettle,  he  told  me,  that  he  had  had  an  opportunity  with  Jonathan  Evaaii 
in  which  he  communicated  to  him,  the  great  dissatisfaction  on  accoaat 
of  it;  that  so  great  was  the  dissatisfaction,  he  said,  that  his  son,  (Jona* 
than's  son,  understood  to  be  William  Evans,)  was  treated  with  disrespect 
in  consequence  of  Jonathan  Evans'  conduct  on  that  occasion,  when  he 
was  abroad.  I  understood  at  the  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting.  That  I  wont 
be  certain  of,  but  such  was  my  apprehension. 

Q.  At  about  what  period  was  this  mark  of  disrespect  shown  to  Eliss 
Hicks? 

A.  I  have  no  memorandum  as  to  dates;  it  was  a  very  notorious  ci^ 
cumstance.    I  suppose  it  to  be  between  1819  and  1831. 

Q.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  1833? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Were  you  in  that  year  requested  to  consider  of,  and  propose  a 
suitable  person  to  represent  the  southern  Quarter  in  that  meeting,  and  if 
so,  state  the  circumstances? 

A.  I  was  so  requested,  in  conjunction  with  my  colleague  in  that  u* 
pointment,  Caleb  Pierce.  We  conferred  together  on  the  subject*  We 
each  had  a  man;  I  proposed  my  man,  a  Friend  I  thought  suitable.    He 
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IppTOved  ofhim,  and  proposed  another  himself;  beingnot  very 
ia  myaelf,  I  acquiesced  with  the  person  he  proposed.  He  suggested 
t  as  himseir,  Jonathan  Evane,  Samuel  Betilc,  and  myseir,  had  an  sp- 
it just  at  hand,  that  ve  should  mention  the  circumstance  lo  them; 
_  la  it>     And  after  we  had  accomplished  the  business  we  were 

Vconvcncd  for,  the  matter  was  opened  to  them,  that  I  have  related.  I 
situation  that  my  colleague  and  myself  were  in,  my  having  ac- 
n  my  colleague's  nomination — Jonathan  remarked,  that  he  was 

wry  unsuitable  person ;  he  was  not  initialed  into  the  concerns  of  society, 
tet  he  had  thought  of  Ezra  Comfort;  I  objected,  that  the  object  of  the 
louthern  Quarterly  Meeting,  in  the  appointment  of  a  representative  out 
ot  their  Quarter,  (that  is,  one  who  is  not  a  member  of  their  Quarter,) 
WM,  that  they  might  be  represented  on  a  sudden  emergency,  in  case  of 
S  C«II  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  at  a  short  notice;  that  as  Ezra  Com- 
fort lived  Eofarfrom  the  city  their  design  would  not  be  answered;  and, 
therefore,  I  could  not  consent  to  the  naming  of  him.  Caleb  Pierce  and 
niyself  conferred  together  again  on  the  subject,  and  he  suggested,  that 
we  had  better  write  them  word,  or  write  Joseph  Turner,  who  was  our  col- 
league, that  wc  could  not  agree  or  unite,  I  won't  be  certain  as  to  terras, 
on  the  name  of  a  suitable  person,  and  we  thought  they  had  better  look 
in  their  own  Quarterly  Meeting  for  a  person  to  represent  them.  Caleb 
Pierce  wrote  a  letter  to  Joseph  Turner  to  that  effect.  I  read  it  and  sign- 
ed it,  after  he  had  put  his  name  to  it— that  is,  I  put  my  name  to  it  after 
him;  which  letter  I  of  course  understood,  and  had  no  reason  to  think 
otherwise,  than  that  it  would  be  forwarded  to  Joseph  Turner,  for,  I 
can't  say  bow  long,  I  suppose  some  weeks  after;  when,  I  hav'nt  a  clear 
and  distinct  recollection, but  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  recollection, 
Caleb  Pierce  showed  me  a  letter  that  he  had  written  to  Joseph  Turner, 
Informing  him  that  Abraham  Lower  and  himself,  had  "conferred  to- 
gether on  the  subject,  and  the  name  of  Ezra  Comfort  was  mentioned." 
I  was  surprised,  disappointed — it  was  done;  to  the  best  of  my  recollec- 
tion it  was  a  copy  of  what  he  had  written  and  sent  to  Joseph  Turner, 
after  the  letter  was  agreed  upon  and  signed  by  both  of  us,  as  I  have  re- 
lated. Joseph  Turner  received  a  communication  to  that  import;  but  on 
conferring  with  his  colleague  and  colleagues  in  the  appointment  on  the 
selection  of  this  member,  being  not  satisfied  with  the  suggestion  of  Ca- 
leb Pierce,  respecting  Ezra  Comfort,  they  concluded  to  report  to  the 
Qaarlerly  Meeting,  that  they  were  not  prepared  with  a  name. 

Q.  Do  you  speak  of  Caleb  Pierce  and  Joseph  Turner  as  colleagues, 
because  you  and  they  represented  that  Quarterly  Meeting  in  the  Meeting 
for  Suflerings^ 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  year  was  this  in? 

A.  I  think  it  was  in  1 B22. 

Q.  Were  you,  among  other  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings, 
about  the  Eighth  or  Ninth-month  of  that  year,  invited  to  remain  after 
the  close  of  the  sitting — if  so,  state  the  manner  of  the  invitation,  and  the 
circumstances  which  look  place? 

A.  I  was  about  to  enter  the  meeting  house  at  the  time  a |) pointed  for 
our  convening,  when  Samuel  Bettle.who  stood  at  the  door,  or  just  outside, 
desired  me  in  a  low  tone  of  voice  so  that  I  could  understand  it,  to"siop 
at  the  rise  of  that  meeting."  I  left  him  there,  and  passed  in  as  usual. 
At  the  close  of  that  meeting,  a  number,  I  suppose  ten  or  iwclre  of  us. 
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were  convened,— after  sitting  a  little  while»  quiet,  Jonathan  Eyans  rote, 
as  I  understood,  and  stated  the  object  of  the  meeting  pretty  much  in  these 
vords,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection:  ^  It  is  understood  that  Ellas  Hicki 
is  coming  on  here,  on  his  way  to  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting.  Friends 
know  that  he  preaches  doctrines  contrary  to  the  doctrines  of  our  society; 
that  he  has  given  uneasiness  to  his  friends  at  home,  and  they  can't  stop 
himj  and  unless  we  can  stop  him  here,  he  must  go  on."  Joseph  Whitall 
remarked,  in  corroboration  of  that  assertion  of  the  unity  of  his  friends 
at  home;  of  their  difficulty  of  stopping  him,  I  should  say ;  that  his  own 
Monthly  Meeting  and  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  two-thirds  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  were  with  him.  Jonathan  Evans  called  upon  Joseph  Whitall  to 
state  what  he  had  heard  him  say;  Joseph  did  not  promptly  state, bat 
expressed  his  unwillingness  to  relate  what  passed  between  them  in  pri- 
vate; but  said  he  was  willing  to  state  what  he  heard  him  say,  or  preacb, 
in  public.  Some  remarks  were  made  by  him,  designating  the  character 
of  what  he  had  heard  Elias  say,  which,  if  true,  all  who  heard  them 
would  say  he  was  no  christian.  I  myself  said  so ;  if  what  he  charged 
him  with  was  true,  he  was  no  christian.  He  went  on  further,  and  stated 
some  position  or  doctrine  which,  he  said,  Elias  held ;  I  remarked  that  I 
had  always  thought  that  that  was  the  doctrine  of  the  Society  of  Friends; 
and  made  a  quotation,  which  I  attempted  as  one  of  the  apostles'  sayings 
in  confirmation  of  the  truth  of  the  doctrine,  vhich  was  clear  to  my  mind, 
and  which  went  to  show,  that  what  Joseph  Whitall  charged  him  with, 
was  not  false  doctrine.  John  Cox  was  present,  checked  me,  as  I  under- 
stood, by  saying  come,  come,  or  using  such  manner  as  would  be  expect- 
ed from  him  towards  a  junior  member  as  I  was.  Jonathan  Evans  stated, 
that  he  understood  Elias  Hicks  had  ordered  a  book  or  books  in  New 
York,  to  be  sent  to  the  westward;  and  which  he  considered  as  evidence 
of  his  unsoundness.  I  recited  in  defence  of  the  good  old  man  what  I  had 
heard,  touching  that  matter ;  that  a  young  man  had  been  in  the  store, 
and  was  informed,  that  the  books  were  ordered  by  him  at  the  request  of 
a  correspondent,  or  his  correspondent ;  and  as  was  understood,  any  book- 
seller applied  to  for  them  would  have  complied  with  the  order ;  and 
therefore^  no  imputation  of  blame  on  the  character  of  Elias  Hicks.  Doc- 
tor Samuel  Powell  Griffitts,  who  was  present,  stated,  that  he  had  never 
heard  Elias  Hicks  preach  false  doctrine.  It  was  suggested,  that  a  com- 
mittee be  appointed  to  take  an  opportunity  with  Elias  Hicks,  on  hii 
way  in  the  prosecution  of  his  visit— -that  proposition  obtained.  I  myself 
named  Samuel  Powell  Griifitts,  whose  character  then  stood  fair,  and 
having  made  that  declaration,  that  he  had  never  heard  him  preach  false 
doctrine,  I  thought  myself  justified  in  naming  him  as  the  best  that  could 
be  done  in  such  a  case.  Thomas  Wistar  was  named  as  one  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  think  he  hesitated  about  serving  on  the  appointment;  I  urged 
him  to  submit  to  it,  I  think,  because  I  had  confidence  in  him  as  an  bo- 
nest  Friend,  concerned  for  the  welfare  of  society ;  being  my  coadjutor  in 
the  Yearly  Meeting,  in  opposing  a  convention  of  delegates  from  the  dif- 
ferent Yearly  Meetings;  the  weight  of  that  opposition  was  sustained,  bs 
to  the  public  opposition  to  it,  by  him  and  myself  mainly;  and  he  made 
a  noble  opposition  to  a  project,  which  we  conceived  would  be  a  danger- 
ous institution  in  society,  as  well  as  in  other  matters;  we  frequently  har- 
monized in  our  views  of  matters,  that  were  frequently  subjects  of  consi- 
deradon  in  the  meetings  that  we  were  members  of.  After  the  meeting 
closed,  I  sought  an  opportunity,  and  obtained  it,  to  enjoin  Thomas  Wis- 
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Ur,  or  entreat  him^  to  do  the  old  man  justice^  and  cautioned  him  against 
the  hostility  and  opposition  manifested  by  Jonathan  Evans. 

Q.  Who  were  on  this  committee? 

A.  The  painful  subject  is  much  obliterated  from  my  recollection,  so 
that  I  am  not  able  to  state  precisely:  I  remember  there  was  one,  who  is 
now  dead;  Witliam  Newbold,  Samuel  Powell  Griffitts,  and  Thomas 
Wistar:  I  don't  say  positively  that  there  were  others;  I  suppose  there 
were,  but  I  do  not  recollect  them.  In  that  caucus  I  considered  that 
Elias  Hicks  was  condemned,  and  all  subsequent  acts  of  those  who  were 
engaged  in  the  rupture  which  they  brought  about,  were  calculated  and 
designed  to  carry  that  condemnation  into  effect  by  arbitrary  and  unjust 
means,  in  opposiuon  to  the  discipline  of  the  society.  I  took  occasion 
to  say  to  an  overseer  of  the  Pine  street  Monthly  Meeting,  that  I  consi- 
dered Jonathan  Evans  the  father  of  all  this  mischief.  This  Friend  took 
an  opportunity  with  Jonathan  Evans,  and  told  him  what  I  had  said,  I 
think  at  my  request.  Jonathan  Evans  told  him  that  he  would  see  Abra- 
ham Lower;  and  the  Friend  desired  him  to  let  him  know  when  he  took 
that  opportunity.  I  think  that  opportunity  was  not  sought  for  some 
months.  He  was  now  in  the  hands  of  an  overseer,  as  was  understood, 
for  delinquency.  He  next  undertook,  instead  of  taking  the  opportunity 
with  me,  to  set  to  work  to  clear  the  coast  first.  A  committee  was  got  up 
«t  Pine  street  Monthly  Meeting  for  a  new  nomination  of  overseers:  after 
the  nomination  had  gone  through,  he  had  the  address  to  propose  that 
he  might  have  liberty  to  add  another  name,  having  named  one  before, 
to  be  a  member  of  the  committee — an  old  man!  very  seldom  appointed 
to  service  in  society^-^which  was  conceded.  It  was  understood,  I  think 
a  member  of  that  committee  told  me,  that  Jonathan  Evans  objected  to 
the  name  of  Henry  Zollickbffer  to  be  reappointed  as  an  overseer,  because 
he  was  unsound  in  the  faith.  He  succeeded  in  carrying  his  point:  and 
after  having  a  nomination  of  overseers  that  suited  his  views,  he  was  not 
afraid  then  to  seek  an  opportunity  with  me. 

Q.  Was  it  to  Henry  Zollickoffer  that  you  had  made  the  charge  against 
Jonathan  Evans? 

A.  Yes,  it  was.  It  appeared,  from  an  application  to  me  by  Samuel 
Wood  to  walk  with  him  over  to  his  counting  house,  that  he  had  pro- 
cured Samuel  to  be  the  agent  in  procuring  this  meeting,  to  give  him  this 
opportunity.  I  walked  with  him — he  commenced  a  conversation  from 
my  door,  and  spun  it  out  till  we  got  into  his  yard,  near  his  counting 
house:  he  then  stated  to  me  that  Jonathan  Evans  was  in  his  counting 
house,  and  wished  to  have  an  opportunity  with  me.  We  met  friendly, 
apparently:  he  stated  that  I  had  told  Henry  Zollickoffer  that  he  was  the 
father  of  all  this  mischief,  [for  a  rupture  had  now  evidently  taken  place 
in  the  society,]  which  he  stated,  was  false.  I  queried  with  him — Did 
not  thee  arraign  Elias  Hicks  before  that  company  that  was  convened  at 
the  close  of  the  sitting  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings?  He  assented  to 
it,  that  he  did:  but  that  was  not  the  first,  said  he;  ^Uhere  were  a  few 
Friends  together  before,  at  Samuel  Dettle's:"  who  those  few  Friends 
were,  he  did  not  say;  and  I  don't  know  further,  than  as  the  caucus  waa 
held  at  Samuel  Bettle's  house,  and  he  invited  me,  and  I  suppose  otherSi 
to  stop  at  the  rise  of  that  meeting  that  I  have  spoken  of,  and  that  Joseph 
Whitall  and  one  other  were  called  upon  as  witnesses,  when  Jonathan 
Evans  arraigned  him,  [Elias  Hicks,]  and  this  was  the  rise  of  the  rupture* 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 
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Taeiday  morning,  Noyember  I6th,  1830|  at  10  o'clock.    Ezamiiiation 
of  Abraham  Lower,  continued. 

Witness.  By  the  rise  of  the  rupture  mentioned  by  me  at  the  cloae  of 
my  examination  last  evening,  I  wish  to  explain,  that  I  meant  that  at  that 
time  there  was  a  concentration  of  some  of  the  most  conspicuons  mem« 
bers  of  our  religious  society,  which  furnished  an  opportunity  to  imbue 
the  minds  of  those  Friends  with  prejudice  against  Elias  Hicks|  and  I 
think  secrecy  was  enjoined,  which,  on  account  of  the  respect  I  had  en- 
tertained for  the  members  of  that  company  convened  on  that  occasion, 
had  a  powerful  effect  on  my  mind  for  a  time  to  conceal  or  keep  secret 
the  occurrences  at  the  meeting;  but  when  I  saw  that  there  was  getting 
np  in  society  a  power  and  influence  calculated  to  destroy  the  right  S 
private  judgment,  and  to  reduce  the  society  to  the  domination  and  con- 
trol of  a  few  individuals,  who  were  thus  subverting  the  discipline  and 
good  order  of  our  religious  society,  I  became  alarmed,  and  determined 
to  use  my  endeavours  to  defeat  their  unrighteous  designs,  as  appeared 
to  me.    A  further  conversation  took  place  at  Samuel  Wood's  counting 
house,  at  the  time  before  .cited,  respecting  a  minister  of  the  gospel  of 
Christ,  to  wit:  Thomas  Grisel,  who,  I  had  told  Samuel  Wood  that  Jona- 
than Evans  had  reprehended  for  preaching  or  exhorting  to  love  and 
unity:  he  [Jonathan]  called  up  the  subject,  I  think ;  I  adverted  to  the 
charge — reiterated  it,  that  I  had  understood:  he  said  it  was  false;  and 
that  Thomas  Grisel  was  at  their  meeting  [Pine  street]  on  Fourth-day, 
and  had  A  great  deal  to  say  on  the  subject  of  unity;  and  that  after  meet- 
ing, Thomas  Grisel  was  to  dine  at  John  Morton's;  and  as  he  often  went 
down  to  his  son  William's,  he  walked  along  with  him  till  he  came  to 
John  Morton's;  and  in  the  entry  he  told  him  he  ought  to  be  cautious,  or 
he  wished  him  to  be  cautious,  how  he  exhorted  to  unity.     **  What,"  I 
says  to  him,  ^^  a  Friend  of  thy  standing  to  reprehend  a  minister  for  preach- 
ing love  and  unity?  I'm  surprised:  what's  all  our  profession  of  religion 
without  it — it's  mere  hypocrisy.*'     **  Well,  thee  need  not  say  so  much 
about  it,"  he  says,  "  things  are  too  ticklish,  they  wont  bear  it."    I  re- 
marked, '^  they  arc  ticklish  indeed  if  they  wont  bear  that."     Respecting 
the  conversation  I  had  with  Samuel  Settle  about  Elias  Hicks,  as  I  have 
related,  I  wish  to  say  further,  that  Samuel  Settle  said  that  Elias  Hicks 
had  been  much  favoured  when  he  was  at  the  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting  with 
himi— -or  spoke  of  him  in  the  highest  terms  of  approbation  on  that  occa- 
sion :  **  that  he  and  Elias  were  Uequently  together*— that  the  Friends  of 
Ohio  Yearly  Meeting  were  about  revising  their  discipline— we  sat  with 
them,  where  an  opportunity  was  furnished  him  to  introduce  any  views 
that  he  might  have,  peculiar  to  himself,  with  regard  to  the  discipline- 
Friends  were  with  him :  *^but,"  said  he,  ^^  he  came  out  on  the  ancient 
ground  and  foundation."    I  relate  this  as  the  substance  of  Samuel  Bet- 
tie's  conversation,  spontaneously  communicated;  and  Samuel  Settle,  I 
apprehend,  had  no  opportunity  of  hearing  Elias  Hicks  express  any  sen- 
timents from  that  time,  till  he  was  marshalled  with  others  in  opposition 
to  him. 

Q.  When  you  spoke  of  understanding  that  William  Evans  had  been 
treated  with  disrespect,  do  you  mean  that  you  so  understood  from  Sa- 
muel Settle? 

A.  No:  I  should  have  said,  I  supposed  that  was  the  time— >it  was  mere 
conjecture  with  me,  as  to  time  and  place. 


Q.  When  Elias  Hicks  arrived  io  Philadelphia,  what  took  place  in 
beet  to  him  ^ 

A*  I  went  to  see  him  at  Samuel  R.  Fisher's,  where  he  lodged,  and 
feTied  that  in  the  other  room  there  were  some  Friends,  having  an  in- 
rtiew  with  Elias  and  his  companion;  and  when  they  came  out,  I  in- 
llred  of  Elias'a  companion  what  was  the  result  of  the  interview.  He 
Ut  the  Friends  appeared  to  be  satisfied. 
Q.  What  Friends  were  they? 

A.  It  was  said  to  be  Doctor  Grlflitts  and  Ellis  Yamall,  I  thinlc.     I  did 
t  tee  them  on  that  occasion,  and  the  interview,  I  understood,  was  re- 
veling some  expressions  that  he  had  made  at  a  public  meeting,  held 
■  day  after  the  Southern  Quarterly  Meeting. 
Q.  On  whose  charged 

A-  Reported  to  be  on  the  charge  of  Ezra  Comfort  and  Isaiah  Bell. 
IQ.  Was  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  at  which  it  was  expected  the 
pointment  of  representative  in  the  Meeting  for  Sutferings  was  to  take 

A.  Tea. 

t^  Did  it  appear  that  Ezra  Comfort  had  attended  that  Quarter? 
lA.  Yes,  he  attended  that  Quarterly  Meeting — and  the  meeting  the 
t^  following,  by  report — that  is,  I  am  informed  so, 
ii.  Was  he  appointed  such  representative? 
JL,  No,  be  was  not. 

iQ.  What  was  the  next  irregular  proceeding,  and  by  whom,  that  took 
lice  within  your  knowledge? 

A-  The  elders  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  mostly  met  together,  con- 
By  lo  the  discipline  and  order  of  society — by  order  of  society,  I  mean. 
Mom,  sanctioned  by  usage.  A  deputation  from  them  waited  on  Elias 
kka,  and  Solicited  or  proposed  an  interview  with  him,  which  he  re- 
Hd(  ss  being  out  of  the  order  of  society;  as  the  interview  was  respect- 
liii^at  he  had  said  at  the  public  meeting  held  the  day  afterthe  South- 
m  Quarterly  Meeting.  He  thought  it  was  a  raattef  that  he  was  not 
BOUDtable  to  them  for — Friends  there  were  satisfied  with  him.  They 
■de  another  application — he  stiil  declined— but  at  last,  at  the  impor- 
kUty  of  some  of  his  friends  he  consented  to  meet  them,  at  Green  street 
beting  House.  I  think  it  was  on  Fifth-day  afternoon — at  the  time  ap- 
tinted,  Ellas  and  his  friends  were  thercj  some  few  of  his  friends  I 
twld  be  understood— the  elders  attended,  and  after  a  time  one  of  them 
iggested  that  the  opportunity  was  desired  with  Elias  Hickas  a  private 
pportunity — it  was  reiterated  that  unless  they  had  a  private  opporlunily, 
kVh  no  i^orlunily~—lhey  would  have  no  opportunity. — I  thought  the 
Hlposition  on  their  part  extremely  unreasonable,  and  proposed,  that  as 
tore  were  a  number  of  the  members  of  Green  street  meeting  there, 
be  I  apprehended  thought  themselves  concerned  in  the  case,  Ellas 
kfca  being  then  performing  a  visit  to  the  families  of  the  members  of 
teen  street  Monthly  Meeiing^-that  if  they  desired  it,  I  had  no  doubt 
It  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  would  withdraw, 
ECCpt  the  select  members.  I  think  Thomas  Wistar  replied,  that  un- 
it all  withdrew  but  Elias  and  his  companion,  they  would  withdraw. 
Uab  Hicks  objected,  called  upon  them  to  bring  forward  their  charge*^ 
iwas  ready  to  hear  them^-com plained,  and  I  think  very  justly, 
I  tiad  been  truelly  (rm/ed— On  their  part,  whether  Thomas  Wisrtr 
hOf  I  won't  say  certainly,— on  recollection,  it  was  Thomas  Wist«^ 
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stated  that  they  should  take  the  charges  for  granted;  I  think  Ellas  un- 
derstanding the  nature  of  them  by  some  other  channel,  declared  they 
were  false.  They  withdrew  in  a  clamorous,  disorderly  manner.  A  de- 
putation from  them  waited  on  two  of  the  elders  of  our  meeting,  and  en- 
deavoured to  dissuade  them  from  assisting  Elias  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  visit,  but  they  had  the  magnanimity  to  discountenance  such  disor- 
derly interference.  He  went  on  and  accomplished  his  visit  to  nearly  all 
the  families  of  Friends  of  the  Monthly  Meeting;  attended  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  which  occurred  in  Twelfth-month,  1822,  a  very  large  meet- 
ing it  was :  when  it  was  proposed  that  a  certificate  of  the  approbation 
and  unity  with  his  gospel  labours  should  be  furnished  him,  which  wu 
done  without  a  dissenting  voice,  though  two  of  those  elders  who  had 
formed  this  unlawful  combination  were  then  present.  Those  two  elden 
were  members  of  that  meeting.  On  the  afternoon  or  evening  of  that 
day,  it  appears  there  was  another  meeting  of  that  self-constituted  body 
of  elders,  who  issued  a  declaration  against  Elias  Hicks,  signed  by  tea 
of  them,  I  think.  Those  two  members  of  our  meeting  signed  their  de- 
claration; and  as  they  had  been  convened  with  other  Friends  of  Green 
street  meeting  at  the  meeting  house,  (or  house  adjoining  in  the  yard)  to 
confer  with  Elias  Hicks  on  his  proposal  to  visit  the  families  of  Green 
street  meeting,  where  the  matter  was  considered,  and  there  being  no- 
thing in  the  minds  of  Friends  against  it,  nor  nothing  in  the  discipline 
against  it,  and  some  instances  had  occurred  in  the  knowledge  of  Friends 
of  ministers  travelling  in  the  exercise  of  their  gift,  having  a  concern  to 
visit  families  of  Friends,  had  been  assisted  in  the  execution  of  their  prch 
spects,  it  was  agreed  at  that  meeting  that  Elias  Hicks  should  not  be 
detained  till  the  Monthly  Meeting  came;  but  might  proceed  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  proposed  visit.  These  Friends  or  two  elders  being  pre- 
sent at  that  meeting,  Leonard  Snowden^one  of  them,  was  named  to 
accompany  him.  He  objected,  on  account,  I  think,  of  his  age  and  infi^ 
mities;  but  I  think  he  proposed  that  Samuel  Noble,  another  elder  be- 
longing to  our  meeting,  should  accompany  him.  [When  I  mentioned 
before  that  a  deputation  waited  on  two  elders  belonging  to  our  meeting 
to  dissuade  them,  &c.  I  should  have  said  that  they  waited  on  two  of  onr 
membep,  one  of  whom  was  at  that  time  an  elder,  and  the  other  hu 
since  been  appointed  an  elder.]] 

Samuel  Noble  did  so  accompany  him.-^Another  communication  wu 
made  to  Elias  Hicks  from  the  elders,  which  I  cannot  do  more  perhaps 
with  propriety  than  refer  to. 

Q.  Had  Elias  answered  the  first  one  ? 

A.  I  think  Elias  answered  the  first  one;  and  they  then. made  another. 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  having  thus  conscientiously  acted  in  con- 
formity with  the  discipline  and  order  of  society,  without  regard  to  the 
views  of  this  unlawful  combination  of  elders,  became  obnoxious  to 
them,  and  to  those  whom  they  had  succeeded  in  drilling  into  their 
views  and  measures.  I  understood  that  they  invited  at  Twelfth  street 
Monthly  Meeting  and  Arch  street  Monthly  Meeting,  a  number  of  their 
active  members  together,  selected,  no  doubt,  to  the  best  of  their 
understanding  of  such  as  they  might  have  influence  over,  laid  their 
case  before  those  persons  so  convened,  and  endeavoured  to  make  u 
good  an  apology  as  the  case  would  admit  of,  no  doubt.  By  theae 
means,  and  their  influence  generally  in  society,  there  obtained  a  de- 
gree of  hostile  feeling  in  those  meetings,  and  the  others  in  Philadcl- 
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phia  towards  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street.  The  overseers  find- 
ing that  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  were  dissatisfied 
with  the  conduct  of  their  two  elders,  tenderly  treated  with  them  on  that 
account,  in  order  to  induce  them  to  make  some  concession  to  the  Month- 
ly Meeting,  on  account  of  the  hostile  act  of  signing  that  declaration,  in 
direct  opposition  to  the  solid,  unanimous  expression  expressed  the  same 
day  by  the  Monthly  Meeting,  whose  labours  with  them,  though  kind 
and  affectionate,  were  unavailing.  I  had  an  opportunity  with  Leonard 
Snowdon  on  the  subject,  who  was  one  of  the  two.  I  urged  to  his  con- 
sideration the  painful  circumstances  we  were  in,  in  consequence  of  that 
act  of  opposition  to  the  Monthly  Meeting.  I  entreated  him  with  much 
affection,  which  I  really  felt  for  him,  to  say  something  to  the  Monthly 
Meeting,  which  might  soften  the  minds  of  Friends  towards  him,  that  we 
might  get  together  in  unity  again.  I  was  satisfied  the  dear  old  man  was 
sensible  of  the  sincerity  of  my  kind  affection  towards  him,  because  I 
urged,  that  the  meeting  would  be  satisfied  with  his  retaining  his  own 
opinions  respecting  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrine.  We  were  willing  to 
allow  him  the  right  of  private  judgment,  which  we  had  determined  to 
exercise  for  ourselves.  When  I  represented  to  him  the  hig^h  estimation, 
which  he  must  be  satisfied  we  had  always  held  him  in,  the  tender  regard 
that  was  now  felt  for  him,  he  appeared  to  be  softened,  and  replied,  "  but 
there  are  thirteen  other  Friends."  Here  was  a  combination,  of  which 
he  was  one — this  was  the  plain  inference.  Matters  proceeded  on  in  the 
usual  order  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  as  regarded  our  meetings— but 
it  was  obvious,  that  the  influence  of  the  opposers  of  Elias  Hicks  was  di- 
rected in  a  variety  of  ways  against  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
the  members  of  it  Ministers  attending  our  meetings  for  worship, 
especially  those  from  England,  were  remarkable  in  their  communica- 
tions, and  their  preaching  for  arraigning  those  present  at  those  meet- 
ings, at  least  indirectly,  as  infidels  and  deists — of  which  we  were  as  clear 
as  themselves,  or  as  any  other  persons  could  be,  so  far  as  my  knowledge 
extends. 

In  the  prosecution  of  the  cases  of  our  two  elders,  who  had,  as  before 
recited,  disunited  themselves  from  the  Monthly  Meeting,  one  of  them  de- 
ceased, the  other  was  released  from  the  appointment,  according  with  the 
injunctions  of  the  discipline  of  the  society.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
ministers  and  elders  took  a  part  with  the  one  elder  that  was  left,  Leonard 
Snowdon.  It  was  very  soon  manifest,  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
ministers  and  elders  was  in  opposition  to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting. 
They  appointed  a  committee  to  visit  Green  street  select  Preparative  Meet- 
ingi  to  advise  and  assist  in  a  case  of  difficulty.  I  may  not  have  precisely 
the  words,  but  the  substance,  on  the  application  of  Leonard  Snowdon, 
his  wife,  and  two  women  Friends,  against  the  judgment  of  two  of  its 
members.  When  that  committee  came  down  to  the  Preparative  Meet- 
ing, they  wanted  to  know  what  the  difficulty  was.  Samuel  Noble  and 
myself  contended,  that  as  the  application  was  made  without  our  joining 
in  it,  as  being  irregular  and  contrary  to  discipline,  that  it  was  their  busi- 
ness who  made  the  application  to  state  what  the  difiiculty  was.  It  was  a 
pretty  large  committee,  I  think.  They  declined  for  a  long  time  stating 
what  the  difficulty  was — by  a  long  time,  I  mean  one  or  two  Quarterly 
Meetings,  before  they  would  say  what  the  case  was.  In  the  mean  time, 
this  committee  laboured  with  myself  and  my  colleague  at  our  Prepara- 
tiTC  Meetings  much,  to  induce  us  to  state  the  difficulty,  but  as  we  were 
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salisfied  in  our  own  minds,  that  their  object  was  to  induce  us  to  charge 
them,  in  order  that  they  might  find  an  occasion  againet  u^,  we  avoided 
their  most  pressing  importunities.  Samuel  Bettle,  in  particular,  was 
very  importunate  with  Samuel  Noble,  for,  I  suppose,  he  considered  me 
a  hopeless  case;  and  his  manner  was  disgusting  to  me,  because,  with  the 
show  of  kindness  and  friendship,  he  whined  as  though  he  was  in  lean 
almost,  entreating  Samuel  to  submit  to  tell  what  this  difHculty  was.  At 
last  Leonard  Snowdon  stated  that  the  difficulty  was,  that  he  had  been 
treated  by  the  overseers  as  an  offender  against  the  discipline  for  his  con- 
duct; alluding  to  his  conduct  in  the  case  of  Elias  Hicks.  At  our  regu- 
lar Preparative  Meetings  our  business  occupies  not  much  over  an  hour, 
or  an  hour  and  a  half,  but  when  this  committee  was  there  they  were 
protracted  from  3  o'clock  till  it  was  dark,  at  two  of  our  sessions— and  we 
sat  in  the  dark— 'it  was  a  dark  business,  I  thought^-^nd  therefore  felt 
no  check  for  violating  the  rights  of  hospitality  in  that  respect. 

The  Monthly  Meeting,  after  patiently  waiting  and  labouring  with  the 
individual,  Leonard  Snowdon,  released  him  from  his  appointment,  in 
consequence  of  the  disunity  he  had  manifested  with  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, which  the  discipline  bound  him  to  be  in  unity  with.  This  commit- 
tee then  were  prepared  to  make  a  report  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and 
which  report  Samuel  Bettle  made;  I  think,  stating  that  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing had,  in  a  summary  way,  taken  the  case  out  of  their  hands.  A  represen- 
tation of  Leonard  Snowdon's  case  was  got  up,  and  communicated  by  the 
select  Quarterly  Meeting  to  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  on  behalf  of 
Ijeonard  Snowdon;  and,  I  think,  simultaneously  with  that,  Leonard  Snow- 
don appealed  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  for  his  rights.  This  application 
of  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  was  in  direct  violation  of  the  discipline, 
which  states  in  substance,  that  ^^  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders  shall 
not  in  anywise  interfere  with  meetings  for  discipline." 

Q.  Had  the  overseers  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  the  case  of 
Leonard  Snowdon  in  charge,  before  it  was  taken  up  by  the  select  meet- 
ing of  ministers  and  elders? 

A.  They  had  treated  with  him  on  account  of  his  opposition,  and  he 
was  then  under  their  care  on  that  account,  which  circumstance  accounts 
for  the  anxiety  manifested  by  the  committee,  which  I  have  alluded  to, 
to  draw  us  out  as  accusers  of  him.  In  proof  of  which  he  wrote  a  letter 
(i.  e.  in  proof  of  his  being  under  the  care  of  the  overseers)  to  them,  re- 
questing them  to  give  him  a  copy  of  the  charges  they  had  against  him. 

Q.  On  the  occasion  of  adopting  the  minute  for  Elias  Hicks,  did  be  I 
express  any  concurrence? 

A.  When  an  alteration  was  proposed  in  the  minute  of  approval  of  the  ser- 
vices of  Elias  Hicks  amongst  us,  a  proposition  was  made  of  some  altera- 
tion, Leonard  Snowdon  remarked,  "  that  it  would  do  as  it  was."  When 
this  appeal  of  Leonard  Snowdon's  came  before  the  Quarterly  Meeting, the 
clerk  introduced  the  matter  as  a  thing  of  course,  and  read  the  paper  of  Leo- 
nard Snowdon,  which  was  considered  unusual — he  had  been  deprived  of 
no  right  as  a  member  of  society,  and  therefore  no  provision  was  made  for 
persons  so  circumstanced  to  appeal;  but  the  joint  application  of  the  select 
Quarterly  Meeting  induced  much  discussion  in  the  Quarterly  Meedng. 
The  partizans  of  the  elders,  the  elders  themselves,  were  very  active  and 
urgent,  enforcing  their  measures  through  the  meeting,  contrary  to  the 
voice  of  a  large  part  of  the  meetine.  A  scene  ensued  in  consequence  of 
their  arbitrary  determination  to  force  measures  upon  the  meeting  ii 
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m  of  the  discipline,  interfering  with  the  rights  of  the  Monthly 
g,  and  the  just  and  proper  exercise  of  the  discipline:  the  case  was 
led,  or  left  over  to  another  Quarterly  Meeting:  and  at  a  subsequent 
rly  Meeting  they  really  had  the  absurdity  to  state,  that  Leonard 
3n  was  in  waiting  to  prosecute  his  appeal.  The  meeting,  a  large 
it,  if  not  the  largest,  withstood  their  project.  The  case  was  fur- 
mtinued,  I  think;  and  at  another  Quarterly  Meeting,  I  think,  it 
ter  discussing  it,  agreed  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting  that  it  should 
rred  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  its  decision :  a  committee  was  ap- 
[  consisting  of  six  members,  to  represent  the  case  to  the  Yearly 
^,  or  its  committee,  of  course:  three  of  the  committee  were  taken 
he  select  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  it  was  agreed  that  three  should 
n  out  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  When  the  case,  with 
came  up  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  where  Green  street  Monthly 
g  expected  and  hoped  to  be  heard,  was  disappointed;  for  that 
ith  others,  were  agreed  to  be  left:  some  of  the  persons,  parties 
ksition  to  Green  street  meeting,  declaring  that  that  meeting  was 
i  state  to  take  up  the  matters  sent  up  from  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
[  think  I  recollect  that  Jonathan  Evans  made  such  a  statement  to 
.rly  Meeting, 
►f  what  year? 
►f  1827. 

^hy  were  a  part  of  that  committee  taken  from  the  members  of 
ct  Quarterly  Meeting? 

:  was  understood  because  they  were  parties  in  the  case,  notwith- 
g  it  was  in  opposition  to  the  discipline,  that  they  should  have  any 

0  do  with  it  in  that  respect.  I  mean  that  the  select  Quarterly 
*  was  considered  a  party  in  the  case,  by  the  presentalion  of  their 
trance. 

^ho  were  appointed  the  committee  out  of  that  body? 
onathan  Evans,  Samuel  Bettle,  and  Thomas  Wistar. 
^ho  were  the  elders  who  signed  the  letters  to  Elias  Hicks? 
aleb  Pierce,  Thomas  Stewardson,  Samuel  P.  Griflitts,  Ellis  Yar- 
lomas  Wistar,  Leonard  Snowdon,  Joseph  Scattergood,  Edward 
3h,  Israel  Maule,  and  Richard  Humphreys  signed  the  first  one; 
er  did  not  sign  the  last:  Jonathan  Evans  also  signed  the  last  let- 
not  the  first 
r^ere  these  all  members  of  the  Philadelphia  select  Quarterly  Meet- 

es,  I  believe  they  were— as  my  recollection  serves  me  they  were, 
ow  many  of  them  were  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings? 
t  least  six;  they  were  all  such  members,  except  Israel  Maule  and 

1  Humphreys,  so  that  there  were  nine  of  them. 

/'ere  these  letters  the  same  documents  which  you  have  spoken  of 

rations  or  communications  from  the  elders? 

es,  the  same. 

/hat  discipline  was  cited  to  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting 

ing  Leonard  Snowdon's  right  of  appeal? 

he  general  discipline,  that  article  on  the  subject  of  appeals  in 

n  cases  of  disownment;  but  it  did  not  reach  the  case,  it  made  no 

m  for  an  appeal  for  the  office  of  an  elder.    It  wa»  the  duty  of  an 

»  be  in  unity  with  his  fellow  members  of  the  select  Preparative 

*y  and  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  which  he  was  a  member.     This 
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circumstance  being  wanting  in  his  case,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  Moodi- 
ly Meeting  to  release  him  from  that  appointment,  as  specified  in  the 
discipline.  Of  course  all  who  stood  in  that  capacity  who  united  inth 
the  outrages  offered  to  the  discipline  and  to  Elias  Hicks,  naturally  be- 
came parties  against  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  aguntt  the 
discipline  of  the  societyw-the  harmony,  peace,  and  dignity  of  society. 

Q.  Who  was  clerk  of  the  select  Preparative  Meeting  when  the  appli- 
cation for  assistance  went  up  to  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting? 

A.  I-eonard  Snowdon. 

Q.  Which  side  did  the  clerk  of  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  take 
in  the  discussions  there? 

A.  He  took  the  side  of  those  that  were  in  opposition  to  Green  street 
Monthly  Meeting:  he  was  a  member  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferingi|  too, 
at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  the  members  of  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  take  a  part  and 
sit  in  judgment  in  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting,  in  respect  to  this 
matter? 

A*  Yes,  a  very  active  part;  there  is  no  doubt  they  considered  it  be- 
hooved them,  being  parties  in  the  case. 

Q.  Was  the  same  right  conceded  by  them  to  the  members  of  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  They  were  very  impatient  under  the  communications  of  members 
of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting:  scenes  of  outrage  occurred  in  their 
hostile  opposition  to  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting 
which  I  consider  would  disgrace  a  town  meetings— telling  them,  the 
members,  to  ^^sit  down,"  ^*  Green  street  members  have  no  right  to  be 
heard"  in  the  case,  whatever  it  was:  there  were  so  many  of  the  kind,  I 
cannot  spcdfy  the  particular  case  in  which  those  identical  words  were 
used.  In  one  instance,  while  a  member  was  pleading  the  cause,  vindi- 
cating Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  Samuel  Bettlc  rose  from  his  seat, 
put  his  hand  on  his  shoulder,  saying,  I  will  interrupt  the  Friend,  and 
went  on  after  placing  himself  before  him,  in  some  measure,  and  appealed 
to  the  meeting  whether  they  would  hear  the  person;  upon  which,  pe^ 
haps  twenty  persons,  I  think  mostly  young  men,  called  out  **  sit  down" 
to  the  person  who  was  thus  interrupted  by  Samuel  Bettle;  and  a  much 
larger  number,  as  it  was  apprehended,  called  upon  him  to  go  on.  A 
number  of  circumstances,  not  a  few,  of  this  kind  occurred  in  the  Qntr 
terly  Meeting,  all  tending  to  dhow  that  an  arbitrary  domination  had  got 
up  and  was  determined  to  lord  it  over  the  rights,  and  privileges,  imd 
consciences  of  those  that  were  opposed  to  them:  it  was  evident  that  thej 
were  determined  to  rule  or  rend  the  society.  Thomas  Wistar  declared 
on  one  of  those  boisterous  occasions,  under  great  excitement,  in  substance, 
**We  never  can  unite  in  this  world,  nor  in  eternity;"  but  expressed  i 
hope  that  we  might  unite  in  eternity:  seeing  he  had  gone  too  far,  be 
added  that  hope^  as  I  have  mentioned:  all  which,  according  with  that 
declaration,  and  with  the  evidences  furnished  by  that  party  generallyi 
that  they  had  separated  from  the  society,  had  violated  the  discipline,  and 
persisted  in  their  violations  of  the  discipline;  and  hence  none  of  its  com- 
ponent parts  were  bound  to  continue  with  them. 

Q.  Besides  tl  le  appeal  of  Leonard  Snowdon,  what  other  occasion,  or 
occasions  of  dilTerence,  was  taken,  in  respect  to  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting? 

A.  There  wcire  in  the  select  Preparative  Meeting  of  Green  street 
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three  of  its  members,  one  a  widow  of  one  of  those  elders  who  had  sign- 
ed those  protests  against  Elias  Hicks;  another,  the  wife  of  Leonard 
Snowdon;  another,  a  near  connexion  of  Edward  Randolph's,  who  ma- 
nifested a  disunity  with  the  Monthly  Meeting,  so  as  to  induce  the 
Monthly  Meeting  to  appoint  a  committee  to  examine  into  the  state  of 
the  select  Preparative  Meeting;  on  the  report  of  which  committee,  I 
think,  the  Monthly  Meeting  released  them  from  the  station  of  elders; 
that  is,  Ann  Scattcrgood  and  Mary  Taylor.  They  made  a  representa- 
tion of  their  case  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  stating  that  they  were  ag- 
grieved. The  Quarterly  Meeting  noticed  their  application,  by  reading 
the  communication  from  them.  The  members  of  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting  attempted  to  explain  the  nature  of  the  case;  it  was  to  show  that 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  had  no  right  to  interfere,  according  to  the  disci- 
pline; but  those  ruling  members  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  discounte- 
nanced the  members  of  Green  street  meeting  from  speaking  to  the  case, 
and  artfully  alleged,  though  the  thing  was  notorious,  because  their  griev- 
ance was  not  mentioned  by  themselves,  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  had 
no  right  to  know,  but  by  the  appointment  of  a  committee;  and  urged  to 
have  a  committee  appointed,  and  obtained  it.  Their  committee  called 
upon  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  requested  them  to  appoint  a 
committee  in  the  case  of  an  appeal  of  those  persons.  The ,  Monthly 
Meeting,  which  had  always  acted  strictly  in  conformity  with  the  disci- 
pline, (for  it  behooved  them,  seeing  they  were  closely  watched  to  find  an 
occasion  against  them,)  would  take  no  part  in  the  case.  The  commit- 
tee went  on,  and  reported  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  that  the  judgment 
of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  was  reversed,  or  that  it  ought  to  be 
reversed,  as  it  would  be  in  this  form  of  course. 

Q*  Did  the  Quarter  adopt  the  report? 

A*  The  Quarter  adopted  the  report  and  reinstated  them,  for  they 
could  do  any  thing,  according  to  their  rules. 

Q.  Do  you  speak  now  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  or  of  those  who  un- 
dertook to  ruler 

A.  Those  who  undertook  to  rule  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  by  their 
arbitrary  measures* 

Q.  Was  this  after  the  similar  case  of  Leonard  Snowdon  had  been  re- 
ferred to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  while  it  was  undecided? 

A.  It  was  in  that  same  year;  and  I  think  afterwards,  and  before  it 
was  decided. 

Owing  to  such  scenes  as  these,  such  violations  of  the  discipline,  such 
arbitrary,  overbearing  conduct  on  the  part  of  those  who  had  the  clerk 
with  them,  and  who  would  act  for  them,  however  great  the  opposition 
which  at  times  would  be  made  against  their  measures:  it  became  under 
aach  awful  and  distressing  circumstances,  attached  as  the  members  of 
the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  were  to  the  discipline,  usages  or 
order,  and  the  comfort  of  society,  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  jus- 
tice and  our  feelings,  we  were  led  naturally  to  look  for  some  relief;  I 
mean  we,  as  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  held  at  Green  street. 
We  were  a  deeply  af&icted  people;  we  conferred  together  as  individuals; 
we  were  for  a  time  without  any  comfortable  prospect  of  enjoying  the 
blessings,  and  benefits,  and  comforts  of  religious  society;  and  in  the 
midst  of  this  awful  dilemma,  it  occurred  to  some  of  us  to  examine  whe- 
ther there  would  be  any  violation  of  the  discipline,  if  we  were  to  make 
application  to  a  neighbouring  Quarterly  Meeting  to  take  us  under  their 
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shelter;  and  we  were  encouraged  in  finding  nothing  in  the  discipline 
opposed  to  such  a  measure.  We  however  considered  that  at  the  wpf 
proaching  Yearly  Meeting,  which  was  to  be  held  in  Fourth-monthy 
18279  possibly  the  case  which  had  gone  up  (and  in  which  we  were  con- 
cerned,) from  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  that  potii* 
bly  some  relief  might  be  obtained;  but,  as  before  stated,  it  was  a  vain 
hope. 

Q.  Have  you  read  a  pamphlet,  entitled  ^^  A  statement  of  Facti»  ezU- 
biting  the  causes  that^have  led  to  the  Dissolution  of  the  conncsion 
which  existed  between  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  of  Friends  held  at  Green  street,  Philadelphia  V* 

A.  I  have. 

Q.  Was  that  statement  drawn  up. and  approved  by  that  Monthly 
Meeting? 

A*  It  was  drawn  up  by  a  committee  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
after  deliberate  and  weighty  consideration  approved  by  it. 

Q.  As  far  as  your  recollection  serves,  are  the  facts  therein  set  forth 
correct  and  true? 

A.  I  think  they  are. 

The  pamphlet  in  question  was  produced  and  identified  by  the  witness, 
and  offered  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell  and 
Stacy  Decow,  and  marked  by  me  Exhibit  C. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Wednesday  morning,  November  17th,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Exami- 
nation of  same  witness  continued. 

Question  by  Mr.  Price.  What  were  the  grounds  of  Elias  Hicks' 
refusal  in  the  first  instance,  to  meet  the  elders  of  Philadelphia? 

A.  The  objection  consisted  of  two  parts,  one  of  which  I  have  men- 
tioned, that  it  was  out  of  their  jurisdiction;  he  had  the  evidence  of  the 
unity  of  his  friends  by  a  certificate  furnished  him  to  perform  the  visit, 
and  as  respected  the  nature  of  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  Jo- 
seph Whitall,  it  was  relative  to  expressions  used  at  the  city  of  New 
York  in  the  meeting  or  meetings  of  Friends,  and  none  of  them  having 
expressed  any  dissatisfaction  with  him  on  account  of  any  expressions  be 
had  made,  he  thought  it  was  a  matter  that  did  not  concern  them.  The 
other  matter  or  part  of  the  objection  was,  that  Comfort  and  Bell  had 
not  proceeded  according  to  gospel  order  in  first  making  their  uneasineu 
known  to  him;  but  came  to  Philadelphia  and  opened  the  matter  they 
had  against  Elias  Hicks  to  that  self-constituted  unlawful  body  of  elderSi 

Q.  Was  the  truth  of  their  charges  denied  by  many  witnesses  from  the 
southern  Quarter? 

A.  Robert  Moore,  Joseph  Turner  and  Joseph  G.  Rowland  being  in  the 
city  at  that  time,  drew  up  a  statement  in  answer  to  those  charges,  in 
which  they  declared  that  a  number  of  them  were  incorrect;  that  is,  they 
were  their  own  constructions,  forced  constructions  put  on  his  words, 
and  not  what  they  understood  him  to  say.  Afterwards  the  Friends  of 
the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  this  con- 
spiracy, drew  up  a  declaration,  and  twenty-three  of  the  most  conspicu- 
ous Friends,  generally,  signed  it.  My  recollection  is  not  so  perfect  of 
the  expressions  they  used  in  it,  but  I  think  the  amount  of  the  certificate 
was,  that  the  charges  of  those  persons  were  not  true.  One  matter  fur- 
ther; on  the  first  day  after  Elias  Hicks  arrived  in  town,  on  his  way  from 
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the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting,  he  dined  with  me,  together  with 
XsMah  Bell;  Isaiah  Bell  did  not  utter  one  word,  to  my  knowledge  (and  I 
was  with  them  all  the  time  they  were  there,  I  think,  generally)  of  un- 
easiness or  dissatisfaction  with  his  service  at  the  southern  Quarter,  or 
at  that  meeting  succeeding  it.  Ezra  Comfort  came  to  my  door  soon  af- 
ter dinner;  I  invited  him  in;  I  think  he  inquired  for  Isaiah  Bell^  I  press- 
ed him  to  walk  in;  informed  him  that  Elias  Hicks  was  there^  he  de- 
clined; I  think  he  said  he  was  going  to  William  Evans's. 

Q.  Were  Comfort  and  Bell  dealt  with  and  disowned  for  this  violation 
of  order? 

A.  They  were,  and  the  disownment  confirmed  by  Abington  Quarterly 
Meeting,  of  which  they  were  members.  They  appealed  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  and  made  use  of  their  constitutional  privilege  of  rejecting  the 
names  of  persons  as  committee  men  to  hear  the  appeal— one  of  them,  to 
the  largest  extent,  rejected  more  names  than  any  other  appellant  I  have 
had  any  knowledge  of — and  yet  that  committee  appeared  to  have  come 
to  the  decision  to  restore  them  by  a  majority  of  one;  and  it  is  one  of  the 
regrets  I  have,  and  had  soon  after,  that  I  did  not  oppose  th^  adoption 
of  that  report;  believing,  that  if  I  had  agitated  the  subject,  it  would  not 
have  been  adopted.  My  impression  was,  that  it  was  not  a  matter  of  jus- 
tice that  such  a  report  was  adopted,  but  an  over  abundance  of  lenient 
feelings. 

Q.  Did  Friends  oppose  the  regular  proceedings  against  Elias  Hicks 
because  they  were  his  followers? 

A.  No— :such  a  thing  never  entered  into  my  head,  nor  have  I  ever 
h^ard  the  idea  suggested  by  any  of  his  friends.  They  would  have  dis- 
dained, and  myself  too,  the  just  imputation  of  being  the  followers  of  any 
man.  I  have  spoken  of  the  friends  of  Elias  Hicks  to  mark  a  distinction 
that  has  grovm  up  into  existence  by  the  opposers  of  Elias  Hicks,  distin- 
guishing themselves  as  Orthodox^  and  not  as  one  having  any  particular 
attachment  to  him  as  a  hian,  but  from  a  conviction  that  he  was  a  servant 
of  God,  and  a  faithful  minister  of  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ. 

Q.  Have  those,  not  of  the  Orthodox  party,  ever  adopted  the  name  of 
Hicksites? 

A.  No^— but  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  it  is  considered  as  a 
mark  of  reproach  applied  to  us  by  those  who  so  call  us;  at  least  generally 
by  the  Orthodox.  In  the  same  sense  that  our  early  Friends  were  called 
Quakers. 

Q.  About  the  period  of  the  combination  of  the  elders  against  Elias 
Hicks,  was  there  introduced  into  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  a  declara- 
tion of  faith,  under  the  title  of  *^  Extracts  from  the  Writings  of  Early 
Friends?" 

A.  There  was  such  a  pamphlet  prepared  under  the  direction  of  that 
meeting. 

Q.  Please  to  state  the  circumstances? 

A.  About  that  time  a  controversy  existed  between  two  persons  at 
Wilmington,  designating  themselves  as  Paul  and  Amicus,  in  which  a 
yery  severe  and  unjust  attack  was  made  by  Paul  on  the  Society  of  Friends. 
Amicus  vindicated  the  society,  as  we  generally  thought,  who  were  ac- 
quainted with  the  work;  and  it  appeared  from  what  passed  from  some  of 
the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  Richard  Jordan  in  particular, 
expressed  himself  as  being  pleased  with  Amicus*s  vindication  of  the 
society  in  the  forepart  of  the  defencci  but  when  he  came  to  treat  on  the 
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doctrine  of  the  trinity,  he  appeared  not  to  be  satisfied.    There  appeared 
then,  or  about  that  time,  a  disposition  in  some  of  the  members  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  to  vindicate  the  society  from  the  imputation  of 
being  a  party  in  that  controversy.     I  communicated  with  Amicus  on  the 
subject,  and  he  promptly  determined  to  relieve  the  members  of  the  so- 
ciety from  any  anxiety  on  that  head,  by  assuming  the  responsibility  hinn 
self  individually,  and  entirely  exonerating  the  society,  as  a  societjiinm 
having  any  participation  in  the  controversy;  which  was  published  in  one 
of  the  numbers  of  the  paper  in  which  the  controversy  was  carried  fOm 
I  received  a  copy  the  same  day  of  its  being  printed,  and  presented  it  to 
Jonathan  Evans,  clerk  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  who  read  it  to  the 
meeting.    I  thought  they  ought  to  have  been  satisfied  with  it;  but  it  wii| 
after  a  time,  in  the  same  sitting  concluded,  that  the  Meeting  for  Suffer- 
ings should  send  a  minute,  certified  by  their  clerk,  condemning  the  work, 
or  at  least  denying  their  having  any  participation  in  it,  and  to  send  it  to 
the  editor  of  the  paper  for  publication,  which  was  done;  but  I  don't  re- 
collect that  it  was  published.     I  think  it  was  not  in  the.  paper,  but  am 
not  positive  as  to  that.     The  minds  of  some  of  the  members  of  that  meet- 
ing appeared  to  be  anxious  that  something  should  be  done,  to  keep  the 
minds  of  the, members  of  the  society  from  imbibing  sentiments  which 
seemed  to  be  growing  common  among  its  members.     The  suggestion 
was  made  to  get  up  a  pamphlet  to  be  composed  of  extracts  from  the 
writings  of  our  early  Friends,  and  from  what  some  of  us  saw  of  the  dis- 
position of  those  persons  who  have  since  denominated  themselyes  Or- 
thodox, as  I  understand  from  the  bill  filed  in  Chancery,  under  which 
these  examinations  are  now  taken,  we  felt  afraid  that  something  was 
about  to  be  got  up  calculated  to  trammel  our  conscientious  rightsj  and 
when  the  pamphlet  was  prepared,  a  small  number  of  us  exprease^onr 
dissatisfaction  with  the  undertaking,  and  with  the  matter  of  the  pau^ 
phlet,  fearing  that  in  the  hands  of  arbitrary  men,  a  construction  might 
be  given  to  some  of  the  views  in  that  pamphlet  that  would  abridge  the 
right  of  private  judgment*»there  were,  I  think,  ten  thousand  of  them 
printed — and  as  the  occasion  seemed  to  me  to  be  urgent  with  those  who 
were  the  promoters  of  it,  there  was  reason  to  expect  that  it  would  soon 
be  published;  but  it  was  detained,  not  published.    And  when  the  minutes 
of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  came  to  be  read  as  usual  in  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  to  my  surprise,  that  pamphlet  appeared  to  be  recorded  on  the 
minutes,  and  when  it  was  read  the  Yearly  Meeting  appeared  very  much 
dissatisfied  with  it.    A  very  general  expression  of  dissatisfaction  wu 
made*— it  was  proposed  and  generally  united  with,  and  so  expressed,  that 
it  should  be  expunged  from  the  minutes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings; 
but  Samuel  Bettle,  clerk  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  a  member  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  appeared  to  be  very  unwilling  to  be  the  servaat 
of  the  meeting  in  that  respect,  urged,  I  think,  that  it  would  deface  the 
minutes;  but  the  meeting  for  a  time  appeared  as  if  it  would  not  be  satis- 
fied unless  that  was  done.     The  clerk  did  not  seem  disposed  to  comply 
with  the  voice  of  the  meeting,  and  it  was  finally  left  with  the  conclusion 
that  it  should  not  be  published — it  was  considered  in  the  light  of  a  creed, 
and  that  by  this  course  of  having  it  on  the  minutes  of  the  Meeting  for 
Sufferings,  which  I  think  was  a  very  unusual  thing,  that  when  the 
minutes  should  be  read  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  that  as  a  part  of 
them,  that  it  would  be  adopted  by  society,  foisted  upon  them  in  that 
insidious  way:  and  from  the  disposition  which  its  friends  manifested 
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rards  their  fellow  members  of  society,  indicating  an  arbitrary  dis- 
lition,  Friends  appeared  generally  satisfied,  that  a  check  was  put 
this  artful  effort.  It  was  alleged  by  some  one  of  the  members  of 
!  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  that  there  was  no  opposition  to  it  when 
passed  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings;  the  fact  was,  in  the  morn- 
;  session  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  those  of  us  who  were  op- 
sed  to  it  expressed  that  opposition,  and  continued  it,  while  there 
s  any  reason  to  hope  that  opposition  was  availing,  or  could  be:  Ben- 
sin  Bryant  in  particular  expressed  his  opposition  on  the  grounds  of 
unconstitutionality,  with  which  I  think  John  Comly  and  myself  unit- 
The  meeting  adjourned  till  afternoon ;  our  efforts,  who  were  op- 
ted, having  no  aapparent  effect,  unless  it  were  to  protract  its  adoption, 
ich  occurred  I  think  till  afternoon,  we  concluded  to  let  our  Friends  of 
opposite  judgment  have  their  way,  as  they  were  apparently  determined 
it.  A  jealousy  got  up,  and  diffused  itself  all  over  the  society,  from 
circumstance  of  this  insidious  effort  to  palm  a  creed  upon  it,  a  so- 
ty,  which  never  had  a  creed,  and  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends, 
i  I  have  a  pretty  considerable  acquaintance  with  the  writings  of  our 
[y  Friends,  never  published  any  thing,  or  wrote  any  thing,  in  the  form 
a  creed  for  its  own  members;  but  on  divers  occasions  published  de- 
lations of  what  they  believed,  generally  by  individuals,  to  vindicate 
society  from  the  false  charges  and  calumnies  which  were  published 
inst  them,  in  order  to  make  it  appear,  that  they  were  not  christians* 
s  society  believing  now,  as  they  did  in  the  first  formation  of  it,  that 
bond  of  union  by  which  it  was  bound  together,  was,  and  is,  as  Ro- 
t  Barclay  expresses  it  in  his  pamphlet,  called  ^  Anarchy  of  the  Ran- 
if"  the  ^^Life  of  righteousness,"  by  which  we  understand  in  the 
uliar  characteristic  phraseology  of  the  society,  the  living  under  the 
vmment  of  the  **  Light  within,"  or  in  other  words  **  Christ  within." 
m  jealousy  was  generally  manifest,  put  Friends  on  their  guard,  and 
.ch  was  the  occasion  of  complaints  being  heard  of  such  jealousy  ex- 
ng  from  the  Orthodox;  lest  that  Meeting  for  Sufierings  should  sub- 
t  the  rights  and  privileges  and  order  of  society,  several  of  the  Quar- 
y  Meetings  came  to  the  conclusion  to  propose,  that  the  members  of 
L  meeting  should  be  periodically  appointed,  so  as  to  change  them, 
ontinuc  them  once  in  three  or  four  years,  as  they  might  feel  disposed, 
eference  to  the  qualifications  and  services  of  their  representatives  in 
t  meeting. 

[•  The  witness  said  that  there  was  an  apprehension  of  the  members 
he  society  imbibing  sentiments  which  seemed  to  be  growing  com- 
1,  expressed  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings;  did  the  witness  mean  to 
that  those  who  advocated  the  pamphlet  expressed  such  an  appre- 
sion?  ^ 

..  That  was  what  I  meant  to  convey. 

[.  Was  that  proposition  from  the  Quarters,  that  the  members  of  the 
sting  for  Sufierings  should  be  periodically  changed  or  continued, 
int  to  imply,  that  there  was  no  right  to  change  their  representatives 
ase  of  loss  of  service  in  their  judgment? 

..  By  no  means ;  but  that  the  practice  should  be  adopted,  as  a  more 
cate  way  of  making  a  change,  without  giving  offence  to  those  who 
e  under  the  appointment,  or  to  their  friends.  * 
[.   Had  the  Quarters,  according  to  the  constitution  of  the  Meeting 
Sufferings,  the  right  to  change  their  repreaentativei  in  it? 
OL.  L— 4r 
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A.  They  had  the  constitutional  right;  and  the  right  according  to 
son  and  the  nature  of  things  must  be  obvious  to  every  man  of  commra 

sense.  *  ^ 

Q.  In  the  year  1826,  did  the  southern  Quarter  make  a  change  of  its 
representatives  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  and  if  so,  state  the  circam* 
stances? 

A.  I  attended  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  held  at  EastoiH  Marf> 
land,  in  Fifth-month,  I  think,  of  that  year,  and  proposed  to  that  mecttaff 
that  as  I  had  stood  as  a  representative  of  it  for  some  ten  or  tweWe  yetny 
they  should  make  a  new  nomination;  Joseph  Turner,  another  member 
from  that  meeting,  also  requested  to  be  released.  The  meeting  agreed 
to  the  proposal,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  to  release  all  their  memben 
from  appointment,  and  recorded  that  conclusion;  and  appointed  a  commit- 
tee to  bring  forward  the  names  of  such  persons  as  were  suitable  to  fill 
the  appointment.  I  was  not  with  that  committee,  but  learned  from  the 
production  of  minutes,  or  a  minute  presented  to  the  Meeting  for  Suffer- 
ings, that  they  had  named  to  that  service,  Joseph  Parrish  of  Philadel- 
phia, HaiUday  Jackson,  John  Wilson  Moore,  and  I  was  also  informed 
that  I  was  reappointed.  They  attended  that  meeting ;  their  minute  of  ap- 
pointment was  produced.  The  Meeting  for  Sufferings  refused  to  ac- 
knowledge the  appointment  as  correct,  though  according  to  the  order 
of  society :  and  they  were  refused  the  right  to  sit;  and  left  the  mectittg. 

Q.  Who  left  the  meeting? 

A.  Those  I  have  named ;  Doctor  Parrish,  Doctor  John  Wilson  Moore, 
and  Halliday  Jackson.  This  act  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  went  to 
confirm  the  members  of  the  society,  or  many  of  them  who  came  to  the 
knowledge  of  it,  that  their  jealousy  of  a  large  party  in  that  meeting  wu 
well  founded.  There  was  reason  to  apprehend,  it  was  thought,  that 
they  were  determined  to  control  the  operations  of  society  according  to 
their  wills,  without  regard  to  the  discipline  or  the  order  of  society. 

Q.  Was  that  matter  of  the  rejection  of  the  representatires  by  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  a  subject  that  was  expected  to  claim  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827. 

A.  It  was  so  expected. 

Q.  Did  it? 

A.  No.  That  matter,  with  others  that  were  sent  up  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  were  omitted  to  be  acted  upon,  because  the  meeting  was  notios 
fit  state  to  act  upon  such  business;  as  was  obvious  on  all  hands.  The 
Meeting  for  Sufferings  appointed  a  committee,  to  attend  the  southern 
Quarterly  Meeting,  on  account  of  its  having  rejected  their  nominatios; 
Halliday  Jackson  was  there,  and  will  be  able  to  say  further  what  took 
place.  That  committee  made  a  report  against  the  reception  of  tlie 
members  appointed  by  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting.  The  meeting; 
adopted  it.  John  Tatum  expressed  his  regret  at  having  signed  it;  Ct- 
leb  Pierce  and  Isaac  Lloyd,  presented  a  remonstrance  or  appeal  to  that 
meeting  on  their  own  behalf  to  be  continued,  or  against  being  released, 
I  can't  say  exactly  the  nature  of  it.  They  were  continued,  to  the  best  of 
my  recollection,  as  members  of  that  meeting.  In  this  instance,  I  consi- 
der the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  to  have  assumed  an  arbitrary  power, in 
violation  of  the  discipline;  and  beyond  which,  if  tolerated,  there  was  no 
limit;  thus  furnishing  another  evidence  of  their  having  dissolved  ths 
compact,  and  so  far  as  their  own  influence  extended}  and  their  own  iCtf 
could  extend)  separated  iUelf  from  the  society. 
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Q.  Did  you  attend  the  select  Yearly  Meeting  of  issr,  and  if  so,  state 
iriMt  passed  there,  evidencing  a  separation  in  the  society? 

A.  I  did  attend  the  select  Yearly  Meeting,  which  convened  Seventh-day 
morning  next  preceding  the  third  Second-day,  of  Fourth-month,  1827, 
before  the  general  Yearly  Meeting  commenced.  That  meeting  proceeded 
in  its  business,  and  in  answering  the  queries.  The  answers  to  the  second 
query  were  clear  as  respects  the  ministry,  excepting  that  from  Phila- 
delphia Quarterly  Meeting;  and  that  as  regarded  the  duty  of  the  Quar- 
terly Meeting  and  its  proper  business,  was  clear  too ;  but  an  appendix 
being  attached  to  that  answer  from  Pine  street  select  Preparative  Meet- 
ing, stating  that  ministers  coming  among  them  preached  unsound  doc- 
trines. Being  attached  to  the  report  from  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting,  when  it  was  read,  a  female  minister  from  England  stated,  that 
if  the  other  Quarterly  Meetings  (being  ten  in  number)  had  answered 
honestly,  they  would  have  made  a  similar  report:  upon  which  a  propo- 
sition was  made  to  appoint  ji  committee  to  visit  the  subordinate  meet- 
ings, select  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  select  Preparative  Meetings;  I  don't 
recollect  the  language  of  the  minute,  but  the  object  no  doubt  was  to  make 
sound  that  which  was  unsound  in  the  estimation  of  the  Orthodox,  or 
disown  all  such  as  should  be  in  their  estimation  defective.  It  was  an 
extraordinary  circumstance,  that  the  meeting  should  have  been  diverted 
from  the  regular  course  of  business  in  answering  the  queries.  The  mea- 
sure was  objected  to  by  a  large  number  of  the  members;  and  while  they 
were  urging  their  objections,  they,  the  Orthodox,  were  so  anxious  to 
carry  their  measure,  that  without  regard  to  decency  or  order,  or  showing 
a  respect  for  the  sentiments  of  those  who  differed  from  them  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  measure,  they  proceeded  to  the  nomination,  saying,  ^  I 
approve  of  the  proposal,  and  appoint  such  a  one,"  while  Friends  were 
endeavouring  to  reason  the  case  with  them,  and  dissuade  them  from 
their  purpose.  The  committee  was  composed  generally,  I  think,  of 
those  members  who  had  distinguished  themselves  as  leaders  in  those 
odious  measures  that  I  have  heretofore  alluded  to,  to  wit:  Jonathan 
Evans,  Samuel  Bettle,  Joseph  Whitall:  I  can't  pretend  to  enumerate 
them,  but  I  think  these  were  part  of  them.  This  committee  had  the 
power  conferred  on  them,  I  think,  to  require  subordinate  meetings  to 
adjourn  their  meetings,  so  as  to  accommodate  the  committee;  and  the 
committee  assumed  to  be  entitled  to  be  incorporated  with  the  meetings 
that  they  visited;  so  that  when  they  came  down  to  those  meetings,  and 
found  any  who  were  not  of  the  same  mind  as  themselves,  with  regard  to 
matters  of  faith,  that  being  incorporated  with  the  meetings  if  the  mem- 
bers of  a  Quarterly  Meeting  were  generally  united  with  their  ministers, 
and  but  a  few  disaffected  among  them  uniting  with  this  Orthodox  com- 
mittee, they  would  have  the  direction  of  the  meeting;  and  thus  the  sit- 
tings being  in  conclave,  a  minister  being  united  with  generally  by  his 
Quarterly  Meeting,  would  be  liable  to  be  denounced  by  them,  and  mea- 
sures adopted  for  his  disfranchisement  in  that  capacity.  And  as  there 
rwas  a  considerable  number  of  the  members  of  that  meeting  that  were 
opposed  to  their  measures,  it  became  apparent  to  these  that  they  were 
now  proscribed  by  that  party;  and  being  forced  upon  them  as  it  was,  we 
considered  that  here  was  an  important  and  decisive  step  taken  in  the 
division  of  the  society.  This  committee,  to  give  an  instance  or  two, 
when  it  came  to  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  one  of  the  members  of 
that  meeting  suggested  that  there  were  two  persons  present  who  had  not 
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a  right  to  sit:  the  names  were  mentioned;  Abraham  Lower  and  Johi 
Comly:  several  of  them  coincided  with  him;  they  were  sustained  in  their 
right  by  others,  I  think,  and  the  cause  seemed  to  grow  rather  desperate; 
Jonathan  Evans  came  out  and  urged  the  measure^  quoted  what  Joha 
Comly  had  said  in  the  Yearly  Meeting — I  can't  recite  the  sentencet|  bat 
that  Friends  were  of  different  views,  &c.  therefore,  John  Comly  had  bo 
right  to  sit.  The  meeting  was  reminded  in  opposition  to  Jonathan,  thit 
after  John  Comly  had  made  use  of  those  expressions,  the  Yearly  Meeting 
saw  fit  to  appoint  him  assistant  clerk;  and  if  it  was  satisfied  with  him, 
it  was  thought  their  committee  might  be,  which  wound  up  the  busiiWM 
in  that  respect. 

Q.  Had  those  two  .Friends  been  under  treatment  at  that  time? 

A.  No,  not  to  my  knowledge;  not  in  the  regular  order  of  society.  I 
was  informed  at  that  meeting,  at  that  time,  in  a  public  manner,  by  Ste- 
phen Grellett,  that  I  had  no  right  to  sit  in  such  a  meeting — that  he  was 
present  at  Philadelphia  Quar|erly  Meeting  when  Abraham  Lower  wu 
disowned  from  that  Quarter  as  a  minister.  As  I  had  never  been  reco^ 
nised  as  an  offender  against  the  discipline  on  any  record  of  the  society, 
I  considered  that  I  was  a  member  of  the  society,  and  in  the  enjoymeat 
of  all  the  rights  and  privileges  I  had  ever  enjoyed. 

Q.  Who  was  clerk  of  the  select  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Jonathan  Evans. 

Q.  Who  was  clerk  of  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia? 

A.  Thomas  Stewardson,  I  think. 

Q.  Were  you  a  representative  to  the  general  Yearly  Meeting  of  Foarth- 
month,  1827? 

A.  I  was. 

Q.  Please  to  state  what  took  place  in  respect  to  the  nomination  of  a 
clerk  by  the  representatives? 

A.  The  representatives  convened  conformably  to  their  directions,  and 
to  custom,  at  the  rise  of  the  morning  sitting  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 
The  first  morning's  sitting,  we  entered  on  the  consideration  of  the  sub- 
ject: John  Comly  was  named  as  suitable  for  the  service;  Samuel  Settle 
was  named  by  the  Orthodox,  as  suitable  for  the  service:  a  contest  of 
words  ensued  between  the  two  parties,  continued  for  a  considerable  time; 
each  held  their  ground,  adhered  to  their  candidate  for  the  appointment 
We  contended  that  we  were  much  the  most  numerous,  urged  our  claim 
to  have  our  man;  they  objected,  and  alleged  against  our  numbers  that 
they  were  the  most  weighty  part  of  society.  They  were  reminded  that 
they  were  now  in  a  capacity  when  every  man  who  was  eligible  to  take 
part  in  the  appointment  was  equal  to  his  fellow  in  weight.  What  I  mesa 
is,  that  every  representative  was  equal  to  his  fellow  in  weight.  There 
seemed  no  hopes  of  our  deciding  the  matter:  wc  apprehended  ourselves 
two  to  one — and  in  order  to  ascertain  that,  in  the  hope  that  it  would  have 
some  effect,  I  proposed  that  those  who  united  with  me  in  the  proposition 
to  have  John  Comly  for  clerk,  should  draw  to  one  side  of  the  house:  the 
other  party  objected  to  it;  Daniel  Stroud  in  particular,  a  large  man;  he 
left  his  seat,  placed  himself  in  the  aisle,  and  lifting  up  his  hands,  ex- 
claimed, in  an  extraordinary  manner,  *'I  protest  against  it,  I  protest 
against  it;"  intimating  that  it  was  ^Mike  a  political  meeting,  to  dedde 
by  a  majority."  We  still  continued  the  contest,  and  a  second  effort  wM 
made  to  ascertain  how  we  did  stand;  pretty  muck  the  same  scene  ensnedi 
I  think:  I  called  upon  a  Friend  to  go  to  the  desk,  and  we  would  draw  vp 
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ft  report,  and  as  many  of  the  representativeB  as  chose  might  sipi  it.  He 
had  got  one  line  written»-«somebody  opened  the  door,  the  time  of  the 
adjournment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  had  nearly  arrived — the  yard  being 
crowded  with  the  members,  as  the  door  was  opened  they  rushed  in,  and 
interrupted  us.  They,  the  Orthodox,  had  desired  John  Cox  to  report 
Samuel  Bettlc:  Friends,  as  before  stated,  who  were  much  the  most  nu- 
merous, desired  me  to  report  John  Comly.  But  these  proceedings  had 
taken  place  previous  to  the  effort  being  made  to  draw  up  a  report*  If 
my  memory  serves  me,  John  Cox  stated  that  the  representatives  could 
not  agree  upon  a  person.  I  think  he  said  that  it  had  been  usual  in  such 
cases  to  continue  the  old  clerk.  I  suppose  that  he  nor  nobody  else  pre- 
sent had  ever  known  of  such  a  case. 

Q.  Was  that  he  or  William  Jackson  that  said  so? 

A.  I  think  it  is  probable  it  might  have  been  both.  I  think  Samuel 
Bettle  recorded  himself  as  clerk  of  the  meeting.  I  have  not  a  very  clear 
recollection,  but  he  acted  as  clerk. 

Q.  What  was  your  objection  to  him  as  clerk? 

A.  He  appeared  to  have  been  a  leading  man  in  most  of  those  occa- 
sions, which  had  a  tendency  to  distract  society,  that  I  have  before  al- 
luded to. 

Q.  Was  he  a  party  to  an  important  matter  referred  to  the  considera- 
tion of  that  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  H^|||s  a  member  of  a  committee  appointed  by  the  Philadelphia 
Quartcrl^pleeting  in  conjunction  with  others,  to  wit:  Jonathan  Evans, 
Thomas  Wistar,  William  Stevenson,  Edward  Edwards,  and  Abraham 
Lower,  to  represent  the  case  of  difficulty  between  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting  and  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting,  as  well  as  the  general  Quar- 
terly Meeting  which  had  sanctioned  the  proceedings  of  the  select  Quar- 
ter, where  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  had  hoped, 
though  a  kind  of  forlorn  hope,  to  have  been  heard,  as  respected  their 
many  grievances  which  they  had  painfully  experienced  from  this  Ortho- 
dox party  in  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meetings— but  as  that  Yearly 
Meeting  was  acknowledged  not  qualified  to  enter  upon  the  matters 
brought  up  from  the  Quarters,  that  case,  with  others,  was  concluded  not 
to  be  attended  to. 

Q.  Was  it  disposed  of  as  the  others  were? 

A.  No.  We  had  the  peculiar  mortification  to' find  that  at  the  sug- 
gestion of  Thomas  Kite,  our  case  was  referred  back  to  Philadelphia 
Quarterly  Meeting,  where  we  had  been  defending  our  rights  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  body,  claiming  the  discipline  as  a  governing  rule,  adhering 
strictly  to  it  in  the  acts  of  our  meeting  for  perhaps  fifteen  months.  On 
being  thus  disappointed  in  our  hopes  of  relief  from  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
we,  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  conferred  together 
on  the  awful  crisis  of  our  affairs;  and  we  came  to  the  conclusion,  after 
weightily  examining  the  discipline,  that  it  would  be  best  for  us,  finding 
nothing  in  the  discipline  against  it,  to  make  an  application  to  Abington 
Quarterly  Meeting,  which  meeting  stood  in  full  unity  as  a  member  of  the 
body  of  the  Yearly  Meeting.  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  after  hav- 
ing deliberately  and  regularly  prepared  for  that  change,  informed  Phila- 
delphia Quarterly  Meeting  by  a  minute  from  our  Monthly  Meeting,  sent 
by  a  deputation  of  two  of  our  members,  one  of  whom  delivered  it  to  the 
Quarterly  Meeting,  they  being  both  in  attendance,  who  reported,  I  think, 
that  it  was  read  in  that  meeting.    A  committee  was  appointed  by  Green 
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street  Monthly  Meeting  to  make  the  application  to  Abington  Quarterly 
Meeting,  who  attended  to  their  appointment,  made  the  application,  and 
there  we  found  a  special  committee  from  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing, to  protest  to  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  against  our  reception— 
not  only  that  committee,  but  a  large  committee  from  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Meeting. 

Q.  Were  those  committees  the  committees  of  united  and  harmoBious 
bodies  proceeding  in  the  order  of  society? 

A.  I  did  not  attend  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  at  that  sittings 
but  the  committee  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  far  othenoUe^^t  wu 
appointed  on  the  suggestion  of  an  English  minister,  among  the  women, 
a  female,  I  mean;  the  proposition  was  brought  into  the  men's  Yearly 
Meeting,  and  a  severe  contest  ensued  in  that  meeting  on  the  occauon. 
The  great  body  of  that  meeting,  I  think,  were  decidedly  opposed  to  it, 
and  expressed  that  opposition.  They  who  were  in  favour  of  it,  alleged 
that  it  was  to  visit  their  friends,  and  when  the  committee  was  appointed. 
Friends  would  take  no  part  in  the  nomination— and  here  I  say  at  Abing- 
ton we  found  this  committee,  and  George  Jones,  a  minister  from  England, 
with  them,  and  a  strenuous  advocate  for  their  cause.  The  Yearly  Meet- 
ing's committee  and  the  Quarterly  Meeting's  committee,  used  all  the 
influence  and  exertions  that  they  could  bring  into  operation  to  induce 
Abington  Quartealy  Meeting  not  to  receive  us;  but  we  had  the  happiness 
to  make  such  a  representation  of  the  case  of  a  grievously  ^H^^  P^^ 
pie,  persecuted,  calumniated,  reproached,  and  denied  of  olBKghts  as 
members  of  that  body,  that  it  warmed  their  hearts  with  christian  phi- 
lanthropy and  brotherly  kindness,  that  they  received  us  almost  unani- 
mously with  open  arms. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Thursday  morning,  November  18,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Examina- 
tion of  the  same  witness  continued. 

The  testimony  thus  far  being  read  over  to  the  witness,  he  makes  the 
following  corrections. 

In  speaking  of  the  pamphlet  entitled  '*  A  Statement  of  Facts,"  Stc. 
marked  Exhibit  C.  I  have  said  that  it  was  drawn  up  by  a  comroitlee 
of  that  Monthly  Meeting.  In  correction  of  that  answer,  I  have  to  say 
that  the  said  statement  was  considered  of  and  reported  to  the  Monthly 
^  Meeting  by  that  committee,  but  that  there  were  other  individuals  en- 
gaged in  preparing  and  arranging  the  facts,  who  were  members  of  that 
Monthly  Meeting,  but  they  may  or  may  not  have  been  named  on  the 
committee. 

Further,  when  stating  that  Ezra  Comfort  and  Isaiah  Bell  used  their 
constitutional  privilege  of  rejecting  the  names  of  persons  proposed  as  a 
committee  to  hear  their  appeal,  and  one  of  them  to  the  greatest  extent 
I  had  ever  known— I  should  have  distinguished  the  cases,  by  saying  that 
Isaiah  Bell  used  this  privilege  to  such  extent — and  that  it  was  in  the  in* 
dividual  case  of  Ezra  Comfort  that  the  committee  came  to  the  concli- 
sion  to  restore  him  by  a  majority  of  one.  In  the  case  of  Isaiah  Bell, 
such  conclusion  was  come  to  by  a  greater  majority. 

When  detailing  the  circumstances  which  took  place  in  the  Yearly 

•  Meeting  of  1827, 1  have  said  that  John  Cox  stated,  that  <<  it  was  usual  in 

such  cases  to  continue  the  old  clerk."    On  reflection,  I  believe  it  wu 
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William  Jackson  who  first  made  that  i^^mark,  but  I  am  under  the  im- 
pression that  it  was  also  repeated  by  John  Cox. 

And  the  said  Abraham  Lower  being  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the 
said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  further  afHrras,  as  follows: 

Question.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  by  birth- 
right, or  did  you  become  so  by  being  convinced  of  its  principles? 

Answer.  I  became  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  on  application) 
as  a  convinced  person. 

Q.  To  what  Monthly  Meeting  was  that  application  made? 

A.  To  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  northern  district,  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Of  #h^t  did  you  profess  to  be  convinced,  at  the  time  of  such  ap- 
plication? 

A.  Of  the  principles  held  by  the  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  By  what  means  did  you  attain  a  knowledge  of  those  principles? 

A.  By  convincement  of  my  judgment,  that  they  were  the  best  and  the 
most  conformable  to  what  I  apprehended  was  the  truth. 

Q.  My  question  was  as  to  the  sources  from  whence  you  derived  a 
knowledge  of  those  principles. 

A.  From  the  source  of  divine  truth,  which  only  can  manifest  to  the 
right  convincement  of  the  judgment  of  what  truth  is. 

Q.  By  what  means  did  you  ascertain  that  those  manifestations  of  truth 
were  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and  doctrines  held  by  the  Society 
of  Friends? 

A.  The  outward  means,  one  of  which  was  associating  with  Friends; 
by  hearing  the  gospel  preached  by  its  ministers,  preachers  of  that  gos- 
pel; and  by  reading  the  writings  of  our  early  Friends;  in  a  particular 
manner,  the  writings  of  William  Penn ;  these  were  the  outward  means 
which  were  operative  on  my  mind  to  produce  the  result  that  I  first 
stated. 

Q.  Have  you  held  the  station  of  a  minister  in  the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  I  am  a  minister  of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  in  the  Society  of  Friends. 

Q.  By  what  meeting  were  you  recommended  as  a  minister  of  the  so- 
ciety? 

A.  By  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  northern  district,  Philadelphia. 

Q.  In  what  year  were  you  recommended  by  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  think  it  was  in  1807.     I  think  it  was  then. 

Q.  For  what  length  of  time  had  you  then  been  a  member  of  the  so- 
ciety? 

A.  I  think  about  ten  years. 

Q.  To  what  body  were  you  recommended  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  as 
a  minister  of  the  society? 

A.  To  Philadelphia  Quarterly  I^eeting  of  ministers  and  elders. 

Q.  Was  that  recommendation  approved  and  sanctioned  by  that  meet- 
ing? 

A.  I  was  not  present  at  the  time  of  its  approval  and  sanction;  but  I 
understood  it  was  promptly  approved  and  sanctioned. 

Q.  Was  this  approbation  of  that  body  approved  and  required  by  the 
rules  and  order  of  your  society? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Do  you  still  continue  to  be  a  member  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  to 
which  you  made  your  application)  and  in  which  you  were  received  as  a 
member? 
A.  No ;  I  hare  not  been  a  member  of  that  Monthly  Meeting,  I  think, 
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for  ten  or  twelve  years,  I  can't  speak  positively  as  to  thtf  time;  but 
when  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  was  established,  I  as  a  member  of 
the  northern  district  Monthly  Meeting,  became,  by  the  division,  a  mem- 
ber of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting;  and  have  ever  since  been  a  mem- 
ber of  it,  and  of  no  other  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  set  off  from  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  the  northern  district? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  this  with  the  assent  and  approbation  of  the  existing  Monthly 
Meeting? 

A.  It  was  with  the  full  consent  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  from  which 
it  was  taken.  • 

Q.  After  it  was  so  set  off,  did  it  still  continue  to  be  a  constituent  part 
of  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting? 

A.  It  did  continue  so,  until  the  fore  part  of  the  year,  1827.  Then 
owing  to  the  disorder  in  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  when  the 
members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street  were  proscribed,  ha- 
rassed, tormented  with  committees,  seeking  to  ensnare  them,  that  they 
might  disown  us  from  society,  when  at  the  time  I  have  mentioned,  or 
in  Fifth-month  of  that  year,  Ihe  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street  came 
to  the  conclusion  very  unanimously  to  dissolve  its  connexion  with  Phi- 
ladelphia Quarterly  Meeting,  and  did  so,  and  sent  a  copy  of  the  minute 
recording  that  act  by  a  committee  of  two  of  its  members,  to  Philadelphia 
Quarterly  Meeting,  one  of  whom  stated  to  the  meeting,  that  he  had  such 
a  communication  from  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  handed  it  to 
the  clerk,  which  I  understood  the  meeting  ordered  to  be  read*  and  it 
was  read.  The  Monthly  Meeting  then  came  to  the  conclusion  to  apply 
to  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  a  legitimate  branch  of  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Philadelphia,  conducting  its  business  in  conformity  with  the  dis- 
cipline. A  minute  was  made  of  that  conclusion,  and  a  committee  ap- 
pointed to  attend  that  Quarterly  Meeting  with  the  minute,  and  make  an 
application*  to  them  to  be  received  as  a  branch  or  member  of  that  Quar- 
terly Meeting.  That  committee  attended  to  their  duty,  and  then  found, 
after  presenting  their  minute  on  the  occasion,  a  committee  of  four  per- 
sons from  Philadelphia  Quarter, appointed,  as  my  recollection  serves  me, 
to  endeavour  to  induce  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  not  to  receive  us. 
They  seemed  to  do  their  duty  zealously.  Besides  which,  we  found  there, 
a  large  committee  in  the  double  capacity  of  a  committee  from  the  select 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  and  a  committee  of  the  general  Yeariy 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  consisting  mostly  of  the  same  persons,  a  few 
exceptions  perhaps,  the  two  committees  were  pretty  much  the  same  per- 
sons, to  wit:  some  of  them  were,  Jonathan  Evans,  Samuel  Bettle,  Tho- 
mas Wistar,  Joseph  Whitall;  Stephen  Grellett,  I  think  was  one,  I  won't 
be  sure  of  that;  and  as  I  can't  recollect  distinctly,  I  will  just  refer  to 
them  as  those  active  persons,  who  were  principally  engaged  in  getting 
up  and  promoting  the  measures  which  led  to  dividing  the  members  of 
the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  into  two  parties,  and  which  are  now 
denominated  Friends  and  Orthodox ;  and  they  are  those  who  call  them- 
selves Orthodox,  as  I  understand,  in  the  bill  filed  in  chancery,  under 
which  this  examination  is  had.  They  used  very  strenuous  exertions  in 
that  meeting,  to  induce  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  not  to  receive  us, 
but  happily  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  being  governed  by  that  bleaaed 
influence,  the  love  of  God  shed  abroad  in  Uieir  hearts,  received  with 
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readiness  and  great  unanimity  our  application.  And  we  then  became 
members  of  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  continued  so,  for  I  can't 
say  precisely,  may  be  a  year,  or  a  year  and  a  half:  when  the  members  of 
Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  as  it  was  and  had  been  formerly,  pre- 
vious to  the  separation  by  the  Orthodox,  composed  of  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Friends  of  Green  street,  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  of 
Radnor,and  the  Monthly  MeetingofFriendsjof  Philadelphia, reorganized; 
who  combined  together  on  application  to  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting, 
having  its  consent,  and  that  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  being  obtained,  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia  was  re-established,  and 
has  been  ever  since  regularly  held,  and  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting, 
as  before  stated,  remains  to  be  a  component  part  of  Philadelphia  Quar- 
terly Meeting  of  Friends.  Since  the  recognition  of  Philadelphia  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Exeter  has  become  a  part  of 
Philadelphia  Quarter.  The  Monthly  Meeting  of  Roaring  Creek  also,  and 
tlie  Monthly  Meeting  of  Muncy;  so  that  it  now  stands  as  it  did  previous 
to  the  rupture  which  has  taken  place  in  the  society,  as  regards  its  com- 
ponent parts. 

Q.  Were  these  proceedings  of  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting, 
in  detaching  itself  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  and  annexing  itself  to 
the  Abington  Quarter,  united  with  by  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  I  told  you  that  they  had  a  committee  there  to  induce  the  Abing- 
ton Quarterly  Meeting  not  to  receive  us. 

Counsel.  I  want  an  answer  to  the  question. 

Witness.  I  consider  that  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  was  not  in 
being,  as  acting  under  the  discipline  of  the  society  of  Friends* 

Q.  Did  the  meeting  from  which  you  detached  yourselves,  acting  as 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  and  which  you  had  theretofore 
recognised  as  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  which  your  Monthly  Meeting 
was  a  component  part,  unite  with,  or  in  any  way  sanction  or  approve, 
your  proceedings  in  thirs  attaching  yourselves  to  Abington  Quarter? 

A.  I  have  never  attended  that  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  since 
wc  attached  ourselves  to  Abington  Quarter. 

Q.  Previous  to  your  application  to  the  Abington  Quarter  to  receive 
you  as  a  component  part  of  that  Quarter,  had  you  askecf  permission  of, 
or  received  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  their  approbation  of  your  so 
withdrawing  and  connecting  yourselves? 

A.  Samuel  Noble  did  mention  in  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting 
a  proposal  to  that  effect. 

Q.  Was  that  a  proposal  of  his  own,  or  of  the  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting? 

A.  It  was  his  own  proposal,  as  a  member  of  the  Monthly  and  Quar- 
terly Meeting. 

Q.  Was  any  such  proposal  made  under  the  authority  of  the  meeting, 
i.  e.  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  ? 

A.  No— there  was  nothing  to  induce  the  members  of  Green  street 
meeting,  seriously  to  make  such  a  proposition,  in  consequence  of  the 
great  hostility  towards  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  generally,  and 
many  of  its  members  in  particular.  We  adopted  the  course  we  pursued 
conformably  with  the  necessities  of  the  case. 

Q.  Did  this  committee  of  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  which 
you  state  was  at  Abington  to  induce  that  meeting  not  to  receive  you, 
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protest  against  your  right  to  withdraw  from  their  meeting,  and  the 
right  of  the  Abington  meeting  to  receive  you  without  the  approbation 
of  their  meeting;  and  did  they  state  that  no  such  approbation  or  per- 
mission had  been  given? 

A.  My  mind  was  so  charged  with  the  weight  of  the  service  which 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  devolved  on  me  as  a  committee  man, 
that  I  have  no  particular  recollection  of  the  nature  of  their  communica- 
tion to  that  meeting. 

Q.  How  do  you  state  the  object  for  which  that  committee  was  sent, 
if  you  have  no  recollection  of  the  nature  of  their  communication? 

A.  I  should  have  said  the  particulars  of  their  communications.  I  very 
clearly  remember  that  their  committee,  one  member,  however,  in  parti- 
cular, was  engaged  in  the  service  that  I  have  spoken  of,  but  I  can't  r^ 
collect  particulars. 

Q.  Can  you  state  generally,  >vhat  communication  they  made  to  thi^ 
meeting? 

A.  As  I  can't  state  particulars,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection  the  na- 
ture of  their  communication  was  opposition  to  receiving  Green  street 

Q.  After  you  had  thus  united  yourselves  with  Abington  Quarterly 
Meeting,  did  you  give  notice  of  that  union  to  the  meeting  from  which 
you  had  detached  yourselves? 

A.  I  don't  think  we  did. 

Q.  Did  you  at  any  time,  during  the  proceedings  which  you  have  stat- 
ed? By  giving  notice,  I  mean  informing  them  of  the  event,  in  any  kind 
of  communication. 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  communication  having  been  made  to 
them  by  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  after  the  one  I  have  meatioaed; 
the  one  informing  them  that  we  had  dissolved  our  connexion  with  them; 
and  I  think  that  contained  information  of  our  intention  of  applying  to 
Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  but  I  don't  recollect  particularly. 

Q.  Was  that  communication  made  to  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting  or  to  the  Abington  ? 

A.  To  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  or  to  that  body  of  Friends 
who  were  assembled  under  that  character,  or  body  of  orthodox  I  should 
say.  I  speak  thus,  because  though  many  Friends  probably  attended  that 
meeting,  their  rights  and  privileges  had  long  been  disregarded. 

Q.  Was  this  communication  made  by  a  committee  appointed  for  the 
purpose? 

A.  I  think  William  Stevenson  and  Samuel  Williams  were  appointed 
by  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  a  committee  for  that  purpose,  who 
reported  their  performance  of  their  duty,  in  that  business,  to  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  this  communication  made  by  minute  of  Green  street  Month- 
ly Meeting? 

A.  It  was. 

Q.  To  whom  was  this  minute  addressed  ? 

A.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  it  was  addressed  to  Philadelphia  Qoa^ 
terly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  to  which  this  minute  was 
addressed  acquiesce  in  your  withdrawing  from  it,  or  did  they  for  that 
act  lay  down  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  ? 

A.  Why,  they  said  they  laid  it  down ;  and  I  suppose  that  the  members 
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of  that  body  will  say  that  it  i»  laid  down,  or  would  say  so;  for  it  has  al- 
ways been  regularly  held  since. 

Q.  Was  information  sent  to  that  effect*  that  they  had  laid  it  down 
from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter,  by  a  committee  to  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting  ? 

A*  It  was  sent,  to  the  best  of  ipy  recollection,  by  a  committee  from 
that  body  to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  then  a  branch  of  Abington 
Quarterly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  that  committee  state  that  they  had,  and  produce  or  offer  to 
produce,  a  minute  to  that  effect  from  the  Philadelphia  Quarter  ? 

A.  I  have  no  doubt  but  they  did;  but  I  have  not  a  very  distinct  recol- 
lection about  it;  only  I  remember  that  I  have  conceived  that  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting  received  an  additional  insult  by  the  circum- 
stance. 

Q.  Were  the  members  of  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  also  in- 
formed by  that  committee  and  minute  that  they  were  again  attached 
to  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  northern  district,  from  which  they  had 
been  set  off? 

A.  I  think  they  were,  but  they  knew  it  was  all  a  sham,  there  was 
no  such  thing;  they'd  got  to  find  that  they  were  not  like  a  gang  of  slaves 
of  a  southern  planter,  that  had  masters  who  might  dispose  of  them  at 
their  pleasure.  They  knew  that  the  discipline  of  the  society  by  which 
they  were  governed,  enjoined  that  no  Monthly  Meeting  could  be  set  up 
or  laid  down  without  its  own  consent;  and  they  had  never  been  consulted 
by  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  on  that  occasion;  but  as  most  of  their 
proceeding's  had  been  of  a  very  arbitrary  character  for  a  considerable 
timei  I  suppose  they  thought  it  a  very  tr&e  thus  to  sport  with  the  feel- 
ings of  a  large,  respectable,  and  by  their  reports  to  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing, much  the  most  united  as  a  meeting  of  any  body  of  Friends,  or  than 
any  meeting  in  the  city. 

Q.  Did  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  acknowledge  the  right  of 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  consult  with  them  on  this  subject? 

A.  The  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  were  careful  to  act  under  the 
discipline,  and  doubtless  would  have  conferred  with  them  on  the  subject, 
if  they  had  made  such  a  proposal,  previous  to  the  getting  up  and  preva- 
lence of  that  faction  which  governed  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  as  it  was 
called. 

Q.  Did  they  acknowledge  this  right,  after  sending  the  information 
spoken  of  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  that  they  had  dissolved  the  con- 
nexion? 

A.  They  certainly  acknowledged  all  the  obligations  resting  on  them 
by  the  discipline,  of  an  inferior  to  a  superior  meeting;  acting  under  that 
discipline,  which  that  Quarterly  Meeting  had  ceased  to  do. 

Q.  By  what  body  had  it  been  declared  that  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting  had  ceased  to  act  as  such  under  the  discipline? 

Witness.  Had,  or  has? 

Counsel.  Had. 

Witness.  By  ourselves:  we  had  a  right  to  judge  for  ourselves  in  the 
case,  or  else  they  might  have  imposed  on  us  to  go  a  pilgrimage  of  pe- 
nance over  the  mountains. 

Q.  Did  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  northern  district,  in  pursuance 
of  the  directions  of  the  Quarterly  Meedng,  extend  its  care  over  the  mem- 
bers who  had  previously  constituted  At  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting? 
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A.  I  think  they  assumed  to  do  so;  but  as  the  whole  proceedings  wanted 
the  authority  of  the  discipline,  it  only  went  to  furnish  another  evidence 
of  their  unkindly  feeling  towards  us;  for  they  must  have  known,  if  they 
had  exercised  their  senses,  that  we  were  much  better  qualified  to  hare 
the  care  of  them. 

Q.  In  the  exercise  of  that  care,  did  that  Monthly  Meeting  issue  its 
testimony  of  disownment  against  you? 

A.  Many  of  its  members  were  so  insulted  by  their  sham  proceedings. 

Q.   Were  you  so  disowned? 

A.  I  say  we  were  so  insulted  by  their  sham  proceedings,  purporting 
to  disown  us. 

Q.  Were  you,  as  an  individual? 

A.  Well,  there  was  a  queer  kind  of  a  thing  took  place,  to  be  sure;  a 
person  came  to  my  door,  William  Burrough— he  was  discovered  to  be 
there,  and  when  it  suited  him  he  walked  away,  went  over  to  the  shop, 
which  was  in  sight  from  the  back  part  of  the  house*— he  found  that  door 
shut,  it  being  a  rainy  day:  I  understood  that  a  neighbouring  boy  standing 
there  appeared  near  the  door,  and  a  sealed  letter  was  given  to  him:  be 
took  it  in  the  shop;  it  was  handed  to  one  of  my  apprentices,  I  think.  It 
was  intended  not  to  countenance  such  disorderly,  arrogant  proceedingSi 
but  my  children  got  hold  of  it,  some  of  them,  or  one  of  them,  and  without 
breaking  the  seal,  got  to  find  what  it  was.  By  that  means  I  became  pos- 
sessed of  a  paper  purporting  to  disown  me  from  the  Monthly  Meeting 
of  the  northern  district,  Philadelphia,  of  which  meeting  I  had  not  been 
a  member  since  the  establishment  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting:  and 
therefore,  as  my  fellow  members  were  in  like  circumstances,  I  called 
their  proceedings  sham  proceedings. 

Q.  Had  there  previously  been  an  effort  made  to  treat  with  you  by  per* 
sons  professing  to  be  a  committee  of  that  meeting,  authorized  for  the 
purpose? 

A.  I  think  there  had. 

Q.  Did  you  confer  with  them,  and  where  was  it? 

A.  Really  there  were  so  many  of  those  hateful  things  happened  that 
I  cannot  recollect  them,  and  I  am  sometimes  glad  they  are  obliterated 
from  my  memory:  perhaps  I  may  recollect*— if  you  will  tell  me  who  they 
were,  perhaps  I  can  recollect. 

Counsel.  I  have  put  the  question,  the  witness  must  answer  as  he  thinks 
proper. 

Witness.  It  just  now  occurs  to  me  since  it  is  mentioned,  that  Jere- 
miah Willets  was  jthere  on  some  such  business  with  somebody  else,  per- 
haps William  Burrough:  I  think  I  had  some  conversation  with  them  on 
the  business;  but  as  to  recognising  them,  or  any  others  of  the  northern 
district  Monthly  Meeting,  I  could  not  conscientiously  do  it. 

Q.  Had  you  previously  been  visited  by  the  overseers  of  that  meeting? 

A.  I  think  John  Paul  and  Isaac  Davis  called  there,  professing  to  come 
in  that  character,  but  I  could  not  recognise  them  as  having  any  business 
with  mc  as  overseers. 

Q.  With  what  were  you  charged  in  that  testimony  of  disownment,  and 
for  which  you  were  declared  to  be  no  longer  in  unity  with  the  society? 

A.  There  were  some  matters  of  a  spiritual  character  contained  in  that 
paper;  and  therefore,  inasmuch  as  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  the  state  governments,  have  prohibited  all  their  courts,  or  any 
commissions  under  them  of  consequence,  from  intermeddling  with  mat* 
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ters  of  a  spiritual  nature,  I  deny  the  authority  of  any  department  of  the 
government  calling  me  to  account  for  my  opinions  in  spiritual  matters; 
and  therefore  decline  answering  that  question :  though  I  am  ready,  and 
would  hold  myself  bound  to  meet  any  deputation  of  Orthodox  on  equal 
grounds  with  them,  and  before  impartial  judges,  to  enter  upon  the  in- 
Tesfigation  of  any  sentiments  I  have  expressed,  or  hold;  and  I  am  ashamed 
of  none  that  I  do  hold. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  the  witness  as  refusing  to  answer  the  question 
last  put? 

A.  I  deny  the  authority  of  a  temporal  court  interfering  with  me,  in 
spiritual  matters;  but  I  will  add,  that  if  you  will  publish  that  paper  that 
I  have  which  was  received  from  that  person,  William  Burrough,  I'll 
grant  you  the  privilege  of  publishing  it  in  all  the  periodical  papers  of 
the  United  States.  I  mention  this  to  satisfy  you  that  I  do  not  withhold 
ity  or  wish  it  to  be  kept  concealed. 

Q.  You  then  decline  atiswering  my  question? 

A.  I  have  told  you  over  and  again  that  I  deny  the  authority  of  any 
temporal  court  calling  me  to  account  for  spiritual  matters;  and  as  I  have 
before  said,  decline  answering  for  that  reason. 

Q.  Will  you,  or  will  you  not,  answer^ the  question  that  I  have  put  to 
you? 

A.  I  will  answer  it,  if  you  will  show  me  that  I  am  not  giving  an  ac- 
count to  the  authorities  of  our  excellent  government,  in  spiritual  mat- 
ters.    Until  you  do  that,  you  need  look  for  no  answer  from  me. 

Counsel.  I  repeat  my  question — I  am  not  disposed  to  argue  the  ques- 
tion with  the  witness.  Will  you,  or  will  you  not,  answer  the  question 
that  I  have  put  to  you? 

Mr.  Price^  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Decow,  objects 
to  the  question,  as  going  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  document  which  is  a 
matter  of  record  on  the  minutes  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  which  record 
should  be  produced  as  the  best  evidence,  or  accounted  for,  before  other 
proof  of  its  contents. 

Witness.  I  decline  pleading  to  the  question  at  all,  as  a  matter  that  you 
have  no  business  with. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Friday  morning,  November  19, 1830|  at  ten  o'clock.  Cross-examina- 
tion of  Abraham  Lower  continued. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Do  you  also  deny  the  authority  of  the  reli- 

?;ious  society  of  which  you  were  a  member,  of  calling  you  to  an  account 
or  opinions  expressed  by  you,  in  spiritual  matters,  in  the  course  of 
your  ministry  in  that  society,  when  contrary  or  repugnant  to  the  funda^ 
mental  principles  and  doctrines  held  by  that  society? 

Mr.  Price,  I  object  to  the  question,  as  irrelevant  in  this  suit,  in  respect 
to  a  matter  of  property.  What  right  the  society  may  have  had  in  respect 
to  spiritual  opinions  expressed  by  this  witness,  is  not  a  matter  that  any 
civil  tribunal  of  this  country  has  a  right  to  decide  upon.  I  made  this 
objection  when  the  first  doctrinal  question  was  put  on  the  opposite  side, 
tnd  had  the  objection  recorded.  Shotwell's  bill  of  interpleader,  and 
Decow's  answer,  avoid  the  subject  of  doctrines,  and  we  have  avoided 
them  in  the  examination  in  chief,  as  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  any  civil 
tribunal.  Friends  believe  themselves  Friends  or  Quakers,  and  beyond 
that  profession  no  legal  tribunal  in  this  country  can  go.     I  therefore 
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take  the  responsibility  of  instructing  the  Tritness,  that  he  is  not  bound  to 
submit  himself  to  a  perversion  of  this  examination,  into  an  inquisition  of 
matters  of  faith  and  conscience. 

The  examiner  advised  the  witness  that  he  was  under  no  compulsioa 
to  answer  a  question  which  might  involve  himself  in  any  criminal  re- 
sponsibility; that  any  question  might  be  put  to  him  arising  legitimAely 
out  of  the  pleadings,  and  founded  on  the  matters  in  issue  between  the 
parties  in  this  cause,  and  that  he  was  under  affirmation  to  answer;  that 
if  it  appeared  from  the  pleadings  that  this  was  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of 
property,  and  the  right  to  that  property  was  alleged  by  both  the  parties 
to  depend  upon  the  holding  of  certain  opinions  or  doctrines,  he  was  vo- 
der obligation  to  answer;  and  that  the  responsibility  of  answering,  or 
refusing  to  answer,  questions  put  to  him  on  these  subjects,  must  rest  with 
himself;  and  called  the  attention  of  the  witness  to  the  pleadings,  sQd 
the  bill  of  interpleader  of  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  and  the  answer  of  Stacy 
Decow,  or  so  much  of  each  of  them  as  relate  tb  these  matters,  were  read 
to  the  witness. 

Mr.  Sloaru  Will  the  witness  now  answer  the  question? 

Witness.  I  would  like  to  have  my  answer  to  the  last  previous -ques- 
tion read,  (which  was  accordingly  read  to  the  witness,  and  he  adds,) 
I  wish  that  my  answer  to  that  question  may  be  taken  for  answer  to  this, 
▼iz:  *'  I  decline  pleading  to  the  question  at  all,  as  a  matter  that  you  have 
no  business  with." 

Q.  By  the  discipline  and  usages  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  have  they 
a  right  to  treat  with,  and  if  persisted  in,  to  disown  any  of  their  mem- 
bers, who  in  the  course  of  their  ministry,  shall  propagate  sentinenti 
repugnant  to  the  principles  and  doctrines  which  have  always  been  held 
fundamental  by  the  society? 

Mr.  Price.  I  object  to  that  question;  the  discipline  itself  being  the 
best  evidence  as  to  the  matter. 

Mr.  Sloan.  The  witness  will  please  to  give  us  his  answer. 

Witness.  As  a  member  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  I  acknow- 
ledge myself  bound  to  be  governed  by  its  discipline  in  all  things  of  an 
external  character;  beyond  which,  no  rule  of  an  external  nature  I  appre- 
hend can  apply. 

Q.  In  things  of  an  external  character,  do  you  mean  to  include  the 
continued  public  expression  of  unsound  doctrines  by  a  minister  or  mem- 
ber of  that  society? 

A*  I  think  in  any  investigations  of  temporal  tribunals  in  this  countryy 
that  it  is  repugnant  to  our  excellent  institutions  of  civil  government  for 
them  to  interfere  in  doctrines. 

Q.  In  the  administration  of  the  discipline  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
have  the  ministers  of  that  society  ever  been  held  amenable  to  the  society 
for  the  soundness  of  their  ministry? 

A.  I  refer  to  mv  last  answer. 

^  Q.  By  referring  to  your  last  answer,  do  you  mean  to  refuse  to  answer 
either  of  the  last  two  questions? 

A.  I  mean  that  as  an  answer  to  the  question.— -I  understand  my  own 
conscientious  feelings,  and  the  rights  of  the  citizens  of  this  country,  and 
the  duties  of  courts,  or  any  institutions  under  them,  with  regard  to  in- 
termeddling with  religious  opinions;  and  therefore  think  myself  not  under 
an  obligation  to  encourage  any  thing  that  goes  to  infringe  the  right  of 
private  judgment. 
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Q.  Do  you  refuse  to  answer  the  last  three  questions,  and  the  one  im- 
mediately preceding,  out  of  which  they  grew,  viz:  by  the  discipline  and 
usages  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  have  they  a  right  to  treat  with,  and  if 
persisted  in,  to  disown  any  of  their  members,  who  in  the  course  of  their 
ministry  shall  propagate  sentiments  repugnant  to  the  principles  and  doc« 
trines  which  have  always  been  held  fundamental  by  the  society,  and 
which  questions  relate  to  the  ad  ministration,  of  the  discipline? 

A.  I  deny  the  authority  or  right  of  a  temporal  court  to  interfere  with 
things  purely  spiritual. 

Q.  Will  you  answer  the  question,  yes  or  no? 

A.  What  I  have  said  is  my  answer. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  your  answer  to  be  understood  as  a  refusal  to  an- 
swer? 

A.  I  mean  it  to  be  understood  as  a  protest  against  every  thing  bearing 
an  analogy  to  the  Spanish  Inquisition.  I  am  glad  that  fire  and  fagot, 
and  all  those  engines  of  orthodoxy,  are  out  of  fashion  in  this  country. 

Q.  Will  you  answer  these  questions  without  fire  and  fagot  then,  or 
say  that  you  decline  to  do  so? 

A.  I  have  no  confidence  in  orthodoxy;  I  mean  those  who  call  them- 
selves orthodox;  and  apprehend  that  if  fire  and  fagot  had  been  in  fa- 
shion here,  as  it  has  been  in  Christendom,  that  from  the  temper  and  dis- 
position I  have  discovered  in  the  opposers  of  Friends,  I  think  by  this 
time  I  should  not  have  had  the  privilege  of  sitting  here,  an  advocate  for 
the  rights  of  private  judgment. 

Q.  Is  this  your  answer? 

A.  That's  my  answer. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  known  an  instance  of  a  member  of  that  society 
having  been  disowned  under  the  discipline  of  the  society? 

A.  Many*— I  have  known  many,  so  disowned. 

Q.  By  what  authority  were  they  disowned? 

A.  Generally,  by  the  authority  of  the  discipline. 

Q.  For  what  causes? 

A.  Failing  to  pay  their  just  debts;  violating  our  testimony  against  a 
hireling  ministry;  the  accomplishment  of  marriage  before  a  hireling 
ministry;  and  other  infractions  of  the  discipline,  relating  to  moral  con- 
duct. 

Q.  Were  these  disownments  made  under  the  authority  of  the  disci- 
pline ? 

A.  They  were. 

Q.  Is  a  violation  of  that  discipline  in  any  of  its  rules  prescribing  a 
rule  of  conduct  for  its  members,  a  subject  matter  of  disownment  I 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Is  a  violation  of  the  following  rule  of  discipline,  to  wit,  *^  If  any 
in  membership  with  us  shall  blaspheme,  or  speak  profanely  of  Almigh- 
ty God,  Christ  Jesus,  or  the  Holy  Spirit,  he  or  she  ought  early  to  be 
tenderly  treated  with,  for  their  instruction  and  the  convincement  of  their 
«nderstanding,  that  they  may  experience  repentance  and  forgiveness; 
but  should  any,  notwithstanding  this  brotherly  labour,  persist  in  their 
error,  or  deny  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  the 
immediate  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  authenticity  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, as  it  is  manifest  they  are  not  one  in  faith  with  us,  the  Monthly 
Meeting  where  the  party  belon|;B  having  extended  due  c4re  for  the  help 
and  benefit  of  the  individual  without  effect,  ought  to  declare  the  same,' 
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and  issue  their  testimony  accordingly ;"  or  of  this  rule*  vis.  ^  We  ten- 
derly and.  earnestly  advise  and  exhort  all  parents  and  heads  of  familiis 
that  they  endeaTOur  to  instruct  their  children  and  families  in  the  do» 
Crines  and  precepts  of  the  christian  religion  as  contained  in  the  scrip- 
turest  and  they  excite  them  to  the  diligent  reading  of  thpse  excellent, . 
writings,  which  plainly  set  forth  the  miraculous  conception^  birth,  holy  1 
life,  wonderful  works,  blessed  example,  meritorious  death  and  glorious 
resurrection,  ascension  and  mediation  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ;  and  to  educate  their  children  in  the  belief  of  those  important   ^ 
truths,  as  well  as  in  a  belief  of  the  inward  manifestation  and  opera- 
tion of  the  Holy  Spirit  on  their  own  minds,  that  they  may  reap  the  be- 
nefit and  advantage  thereof,  for  their  own  peace  and  everlasting  happi« 
ness,  which  is  infinitely  preferable  to  all  other  considerations,"  a  subject 
for  which  a  member  or  members  of  the  society  may  be  treated  with, 
and  if  they  persist  in  disregarding  these  rules,  be  disowned? 

A.  I  think,  that  this  question  is  an  interference  of  this  commission 
in  spiritual  things  which  don't  become  them,  according  to  the  restric* 
tions  of  the  constitution  with  respect  to  the  opinions  of  the  citizens. 

Q.  In  the  administration  of  their  discipline  towards  their  ministers, 
have  the  society  of  Friends  always  acted  under  this  rule  of  discipline, 
viz.  '^  And  our  advice  to  all  our  ministers,  is,  that  they  be  frequent  in 
reading  the  scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  and  if  any  in  the 
course  of  their  ministry  shall  misapply  or  draw  unsound  inferences,  or 
wrong  conclusions  from  the  te^t,  or  shall  misbehave  themselves  in  point 
of  conduct  or  conversation,  let  them  be  admonished  in  love  and  tender- 
ness by  the  elders  or  overseers  where  they  live;  and  if  they  prove  re- 
fractory and  refuse  to  acknowledge  their  faults,  let  them  be  further  dealt 
with  in  the  wisdom  of  truth,  as  the  case  may  require?'* 

A.  I  don't  know  how  the  society  have  always  acted:  there  nciay  have  been 
many  cases  as  specified  in  that  discipline,  but  I  have  no  diitinct  know- 
ledge of  any.  I  have,  however,  upon  reflection,  a  recollection  of  a  case 
which  in  sonic  sense  may  be  of  that  description;  and  in  which  easel 
believe  the  society  acted,  conformably  with  the  discipline,  which  disci- 
pline I  acknowledge  to  be  binding  on  the  members  of  the  religions  So- 
ciety of  Friends,  and  myself  among  them. 

Q.  Is  there  any  distinction  made  in  that  discipline  between  the  au- 
thority of  the  society  to  act  under  the  rule  of  discipline  last  quoted,  and 
the  two  rules  of  discipline  quoted  immediately  before  it? 

A.  I  mean  my  acknowledgment  of  the  obligation  of  the  members  of 
our  society  to  observe  its  rules,  to  apply  to  all  the  rules  of  that  disci- 
pline; but  in  things  of  a  spiritual  nature,  I  deny  the  authority  of  anj 
court  of  the  United  States  or  commission  under  it  to  interfere. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  then  as  now  saying  that  a  violation  of  either 
of  the  rules  of  discipline  quoted  by  me  according  to  the  usages  and  o^ 
der  of  the  society,  would  be  a  subject  matter  for  disownment  ? 

A.  I  do  acknowledge  that  a  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  discipline  of 
the  society,  would  be  a  subject  matter  for  disownment.  But  I  still 
make  the  exceptions  to  your  interfering  in  matters  of  a  spiritual  nature. 

Q.  Under  these  rules  of  discipline,  have  not  the  society  disowned 
members,  the  rules  I  have  quoted?  . 

A.  I  have  instanced  the  only  case  that  I  recollected  in  my  pretiOBi 
answer,  I  don't  recollect  of  any  other. 

Q.  What  was  the  case  alluded  to? 
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.  .  A  miBister  charged  with  improper  conduct,  in  point  of  morda. 
1^'  Have  you  do  historical  knowledge,  derived  from  Hu:  sources  to 
•ich  you  referred  as  having  derived  your  knowledge  of  the  principles 
A  history  of  the  society,  of  cases  in  which  the  discipline  has  been  ad- 
bistercd  towards  the  ministers  of  the  society  for  departing  from  its 
Ifctrines  and  principles  i 

A.  I  have  met  with  very  little  in  my  researches  into  the  historf  of 
e  Society  of  Friends,  in  which  such  matters  were  detailed.    I  am  at  a 
s  to  find  a  case  of  the  description  inquired  after,  in  my  recollection. 
Q>  Was  not  Jefiery  Bullock  disowned  for  this  cause  ? 
■  A.  I  think  he  was. 
■Q.  About  what  period  was  that? 
tA.  I  know  so  little  ahout  the  case,  that  I  can't  say  exactly;  but  I  sup- 
ne  it  to  be  somewhere  about  the  days  of  William  Penn,  when,  I  sup- 
l,  no  such  discipline  existed.     But  reason,  and  the  necessity  of  the 
•^  would  impose  an  obligation  on  arellgious  community  of  christians, 
r  with  or  without  discipline,  to  diaowa  a  member  of  the  society, 
Iding  the  sentiments  as  recorded  in  that  article  of  the  discipline  first 
id;  but  I  don't  pretend  to  know  or  recollect  what  were  the  particulars 
plhe  charges  against  Jeffcry  Bullock. 
~ ,  Was  he  not  disowned  for  denying  "  that  Christ  that  died  at  Jeru- 
R,  to  be  the  Judge  and  Saviour,  and  for  afiirming  that  he  neither 
cted  Justificaiion  nor  condemnation  by  that  Christ  that  died,  or  who 
put  to  death  at  Jerusalem?" 
A.  What  1  slated,  was  to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 
Q.   Has  it  been  always  understood,  so  far  as  you  know,  by  that  society, 
that  a  departure  from,  or  denial  of,  any  of  the  fundamental  doctrines  con- 
tained in  these  rules  of  discipline,  was  a  subject  matter  for  disownmeni, 
if  persisted  in,  after  proper  care  has  been  taken? 

A.  To  the  best  of  my  recollection  it  has.  But  I  still  persist  in  affirm- 
ing, that  no  temporal  court  has  any  right  to  interfere  in  spiritual  mat- 
ters. 

Q.  In  your  meetings  for  discipline,  are  others  than  members  of  the 
society  admitted  to  be  present,  or  in  case  of  such  intrusion  would  the 
meeting  progress  in  its  business^ 

A.  In  cases  of  passing  meeting  in  cases  of  marriage,  individuals  not 
members  of  society  are  permitted  generallyj  relatives  or  particular  ac- 
qi^intancc  of  the  parlies,  are  permitted  to  sit  till  that  proceeding  has 
gone  through  ;  some  matters  relative  to  the  concerns  of  society,  the  read- 
ing of  a  certificate,  or  some  such  matter,  is  sometimes  done,  but  the  par- 
ties generally  withdraw,  after  the  proposals  of  marriage  have  passed; 
but  it  has  never  been  the  practice  of  society  to  encourage  or  tolerate 
Krsons  not  members  of  the  society  to  sit  in  our  meetings  for  discipline. 
LQ.  Is  the  discipline  equally  obligatory  as  relates  to  its  provisions  re- 
nting meetings,  upon  the  members  of  the  society  in  their  collective 
ncity,  as  it  is  in  its  provisions  relative  to  their  individual  rights  and 

.  If  a  meeting  violates  the  discipline,  is  it  liable  to  be  called  to  an,  j 
|count  by  its  superior  meeting? 

p.  I  think  the  discipline  states,  an  inferior  meeting,  or  Monthly  Meet-  ' 

J,  shall  readily  give  to  its  Quarterly  Meeting  an  account  of  its  pro- 

Idlngs.     I  will  now  stale,  I  did  not  apprehend  the  nature  of  the  qnei- 

ypt..  l^r-49 ■    •  


} 
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tion;  I  thought  it  applied  to  the  members  when  collected,  whether  they 
were  not  all  individually  bound  by  the  obligations  of  the  disciplln^ 
and  not  as  applying  to  that  part  of  the  discipline  to  which  I  have  it* 

luded. 

Q.  Since  the  receipt  of  the  paper  purporting  to  be  a  disownment  of 
you,  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  northern  district  of  Philadelphiif 
have  you  been  received  by,  or  acknowledged  as  a  member  of  the  society, 
by  any  of  the  meetings  for  discipline,  which  continued  their  connexion 
with  and  subordination  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  held  annually 
on  the  third  Second-day  of  Fourth-month,  in  Mulberry  or  Arch  street 
Philadelphia? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  have  had  any  disposition  to  attend  the  meet- 
ings of  discipline  of  the  Orthodox;  of  course,  no  occasion  has  occurred 
to  be  received  by  them,  that  I  now  recollect  of. 

Q.  In  a  meeting  for  worship,  held  by  a  meeting  in  that  connexion  at 
Haddonfield,  were  you  requested  to  desist  from  your  public  ministry  in 
consequence  of  that  disownment? 

A.  If  that  question  is  predicated  upon  the  contingency  of  that  meet- 
ing at  Haddonfield  being  an  Orthodox  meeting,  I  should  say,  that  the 
case  would  not  be  analogous  to  the  previous  question ;  because  Friends 
made  a  part  of  that  meeting,  and  had  equal  rights  with  their  Orthodox 
oppressors ;  who  I  suppose  had  spread  information  of  my  being  about  to 
attend  that  meeting,  as  invitations  were  given  to  their  friends  to  attend 
there  if  they  pleased;  opposition  was  made  to  me,  which,  I  think,  would 
have  disgraced  Turks. 

Q.  Was  that  opposition  based  upon  the  allegation,  that  you  were  no 
longer  a  member  of  society,  and  was  the  testimony  issued  against  yov 
by  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  northern  district  then  read  to  shov  the 
fact? 

A.  The  first  instance  of  opposition  thatVas  made  there,  was,  I  think, 
made  by  John  Gill;  and  whether  he  made  any  allusion  to  that  irregular 
sham  process  of  the  north  meeting  or  not,  I  have  not  a  distinct  recollec- 
tion ;  but,  I  remember  after  the  meeting  for  worship  broke  up,  some  in- 
terference of  a  number  of  persons,  Joseph  Swett,  I  remember  in  parti- 
cular, was  about  to  read  the  paper  alluded  to,  having  advertised  the 
meeting  himself,  or  John  Gill,  or  JeremiahWillets,  or  some  of  them, 
of  my  being  disowned;  but  the  body  of  the  people  on  the  men's  side  of 
the  house  seemed  to  me  disposed  not  to  hear  it,  by  their  hastening  away; 
but  I  called  upon  them,  desired  them  to  stop  and  hear  it,  and  wished 
they  might,  and  they  did  stop,  many  of  them;  and  poor  Joseph  Swett 
was  about  to  undertake  the  sweat  of  reading  it,  and  as  it  was  a  bad  busi- 
ness, it  appeared  to  me  that  he  was  conscious  it  was;  he  did  not  get  on 
well ;  I  offered  to  lend  him  that  paper,  that  had  been  foisted  into  my 
premises  in  that  unmanly  way  by  William  Burrough;  he  declined; 
thought  he  could  make  out  with  the  one  he  had.  He  still  seemed  puzzled 
to  read  it.  I  offered  to  lend  him  my  spectacles,  which  he  declined;  he 
should  have  had  them  cheerfully;  but  he  worked  through  it.  Some  ob- 
servations passed,  I  think,  on  both  sides.  It  was  a  very  unpleasant  scene, 
that  the  solemnity  of  a  religious  meeting  should  have  been  interrupted 
in  the  manner  it  was. 

Q.  In  the  matters  of  a  spiritual  nature^  which  you  state  were  con- 
tained in  that  paper,  were  you  untruly  charged  with  having  uttered  sen- 
timents, which  you  had  not  uttered? 
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\»  I  must  tell  you  now,  what  I  told  you  before, respecting  the  contents 
of  that  paper,  that  matters  in  it  were  of  a  spiritual  nature,  and  not  cog- 
nizable by  any  court;  and,  therefore,  I  conceive  not  proper  to  engage 
your  attention ;  and,  therefore,  I  hope  that  will  be  taken  for  my  answer. 
Q.  Was  it  cognizable  before  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  society  of 
which  you  were  a  member,  at  the  time  it  took  place? 

A.  I  was  then  in  unity  with  the  society,  and  always  had  been,  of  which 
I  was  a  member. 

Q.  Was  the  charge  against  you,  contained  in  that  paper,  such  a  one 
as  would  justify  the  Monthly  Meeting,  of  which  you  were  a  member,  in 
treating  with  you  under  the  authority  of  the  discipline,  and  if  found  to 
be  true,  in  disowning  you,  unless  proper  satisfaction  had  been  made? 

A.  That  paper,  I  say,  as  before  I  said,  contained  matters  of  a  spiritual 
nature;  therefore,  not  subject  to  the  investigation  of  a  temporal  court. 

Q.  Did  it  contain  matter,  I  repeat  it  again,  that  was  cognizable  before 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  which  you  were  a  member? 

A.  As  I  told  you  early  in  this  examinatioup  I  now  tell  you  with  a  lit- 
tle variation,  that  I  have  been  a  member  of  nearly  all  the  departments  of 
society,  and  never  was  designated  on  any  record  of  the  society  of  any 
meeting  that  I  was  a  member  of,  as  an  offender  against  the  discipline. 

Counsel.  I  wish  the  last  question  answered,  or  that  the  witness  will 
refuse  to  answer;  one  orthex>ther? 

Witness.  Can't  you  make  an  answer  out  of  that?  I  have  acknowledged 
the  obligations  of  every  member  of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  to 
conform  to  the  discipline,  and  myself  with  them;  and  I  have  told  you 
that  I  never  was  designated  as  an  offender  against  that  discipline  on  any 
record  of  the  society,  or  any  meeting  that  I  was  a  member  of. 

Q.  When  that  paper  was  read  in  the  Haddonfield  meeting,  did  you 
deny  the  truth  of  the  allegations  therein  contained,  as  to  your  expres- 
sions upon  spiritual  matters? 

A.  Temporal  courts  have  no  business  to  interrogate  me  on  spiritual 
matters. 

Q.  Did  you  admit  the  truth  of  them? 

A.  I  can't  plead  to  a  matter  that  will  go  to  establish  an  ecclesiastical 
power  or  dominion  over  my  conscience,  or  the  consciences  of  my  fellow 
citizens,  which  seems  to  me  would  probably  grow  out  of  the  investiga- 
tion which  you  seem  to  be  driving  at, 

Q.  Did  you  at  that  time  declare,  and  have  you  at  other  times  in  your 
public  communications,  in  the  character  of  a  minister  of  the  gospel  of 
this  society,  declare,  that,  '^strictly  speaking,  Jesus  Christ  who  was 
crucified  withobt  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  was  not  the  Saviour  of  men;" 
and  were  you,  among  other  things,  disowned  by  the  society  for  preach- 
ing this  unsound  doctrine,  in  violation  of  their  discipline? 

A.  Whatever  communications  I  have  made  under  the  qualifications 
that  have  been  mentioned,  to  wit:  as  being  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  have 
been  addressed  to  the  understandings  of  the  hearers,  for  them  to  judge 
and  determine  for  themselves;  and  as  to  any  disownment,  I  tell  you 
again,  I  have  always  been  in  unity  with  the  religious  Society  of  Friends. 
Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Saturday  morning,  November  20th,  1830,  at  10  o'clock.  Cross«ex« 
amination  of  Abraham  Lower  continued. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan,  By  the  discipline  and  order  of  the  societfi 


388 

would  they  b&ve  »  right  to  call  «  miniiter  of  their  society  to  BCCDunt, 
for  uttering  a  lentim en t  similar  to  that  contained  in  the  last  question? 

Answer.  I  have  ackoowledged  the  discipline  to  be  binding  oo  tbc 
members  of  the  society.  You  have  it.  I  leave  you  to  put  your  con- 
structions on  them;  renewing  my  objection  to  your  interference  ta  spi- 
ritual matters. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  separation  in  the  souety— when  did  that «]» 
ration  take  place  i  * 

A.  I  have  endeavoured  to  describe  in  the  course  of  my  testimony,  (hn 
in  the  various  and  multiplied  instances  of  the  infraction  of  the  discipltM^ 
particularly  in  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  by  that  combinatios  of 
elders,  together  with  those  members  of  the  Meeting  for  SufTerings  that 
I  have  spoken  of  particularly,  including  Samuel  Uettle,  Isaac  Bonsall, 
Joseph  Gibbons,  Edward  Bettle,  Roberts  Vaux,  William  Sansora.  and 
a  great  many  others,  or  a  large  number  of  that  aristocracy,  consisting 
principally  of  wealthy  men  of  large  fortunes,  in  some  instances,  I  sup- 
pose, inherited  from  their  fathers,  in  others,  I  apprehend,  by  the  mis- 
applied lenity,  as  I  consider  it,  of  the  government  of  the  United  Siatet 
in  relinquishing  the  bonds  for  double  duties,  which  threw  large  fundi, 
great  fortunes  it  was  thought,  into  the  hands  of  some  of  them — by  which 
means,  as  well  as  some  of  them  being  men  of  talents,  others  little  or 
nothing  on  which  they  could  claim  much  distinction  but  their  wealth, 
they  came  to  be  thus  distinguished — and  as  Leonard  Snowdon  once  told 
me  in  reference  to  some  of  those  wealthy  persons,  I  think,  "  wealth  gives 
power."  Thus  by  their  intrigue,  and  the  influence  which  circumstan- 
ces conspired  to  give  them,  independent  of  merit,  as  I  apprehend,  they 
assumed  and  undertook  to  put  in  practice  the  exercise  of  a  domination 
over  their  fellow  members,  without  regard  to  the  discipline.  And  as  I 
several  times  told  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  that  unless 
that  combination  of  elders  were  called  to  account  by  the  overseers  of 
their  meetings,  for  their  violations  of  the  discipline  which  they  had  com- 
mitted, that  the  hedge  was  broken  down,  and  nobody  could  tell  what 
would  ensue.  Then,  t  conceive,  in  all  those  instances,  the  Orthodox  Made 
a  separation  in  the  society.  Friends  endured  their  outrages  and  viola- 
tions against  the  discipline,  against  ourselves,  in  the  exercise  of  that 
discipline,  or  attempting  it,  particularly  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting  spoken 
of,  where  such  acts  of  aggression  as  Ihtat  were  committed.  That  while 
William  Stevenson  was  contending  for  the  rights  in  the  exercise  of  the 
discipline  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  I  think  by  Thomas  Stew- 
ardson,  one  of  the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  one  of  that 
unlawful  combination  of  elders,  was  told  in  a  peremptory,  very  unbe- 
coming manner,  "  Sit  downl"  "  Sit  down!"  And  whilst  1  was  making 
my  feeble  efforts  in  the  support  of  the  discipline,  Roberts  Vaux  said, 
**  he  hoped  the  meeting  would  not  lower  its  dignity  in  sitting  there  to 
hear  the  flimsy  sophistry  of  Abraham  Lower."  And  by  a  variety  of 
other  Bggreisions,  in  one  instance,  as  they  were  determined  apparently, 
at  all  events,  to  get  some  advantage  of  Green  street  meeting,  a  proposi- 
tion to  that  effect,  or  with  that  design,  I  should  say,  was  brought  into 
the  men's  Quarterly  Meeting  by  the  wife  of  Samuel  Bettle,  who  sat  thetf, 
while  the  matter  was  in  discussion,  a  long  time,  the  design  being  under- 
stood, I  apprehend,  by  the  great  body  of  the  meeting  by  which  I  think 
it  was  opposed,  to  be  aimed  at  the  legitimate  rights  and  privileges  of 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting;  on  which  occasion,  while  she  was  sit- 
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ting  there,  which,  I  thinki  I  stated  was  a  long  time,  her  son  Edward 
diatingttbhed  himself  in  a  very  remarkable  manner  in  a  long  harangue, 
framed  something  like  a  sermon  I  think,  at  which  some  of  his  associates 
were,  I  think,  a  good  deal  surprised;  and  I  expect  would  be  now,  under 
similar  circumstances.  They  had  men  to  deal  with  who  understood 
the  discipline,  knew  their  rights,  and  were  determined  to  support 
tliem  under  that  discipline;  but  when  they  saw  themselves  insulted, 
abated,  the  discipline  violated  at  every  turn  that  suited  their  pur- 
pomtf  having  a  clerk  at  the  table  who  disregarded  the  voice  of  the 
snccdng,  expressed  in  an  orderly  manner,  although  many  would  rise 
■imaltaneously;  one  not  knowing  that  another  was  about  to  rise,  when 
objecting  perhaps  to  the  appointment  of  some  of  their  committee  (for 
they  had  an  abundance  of  that  to  do,)  I  think  at  one  time,  there  were 
five  committees  had  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  under  care,  or 
the  business  of  it,  all  with  a  hostile  attitude  towards  Green  street,  as  I 
ttoderstood,  and  as  was  generally  understood  I  think  by  those  not  of  that 
factioni  one  of  them  purported  to  be  of  a  more  general  character,  but 
that  circnmstance  did  not  blind  the  eyes  of  those  that  were  not  united 
Id  dMm;  their  drift  was  understood;  and  these  committees  being  com- 
poeed,  I  tliink,  generally,  of  those  persons  I  have  designated  as  an  un- 
lawftil  combination,  together  with  the  wives  of  such  as  were  harnessed 
with  them,  and  did  not  appear  in  that  capacity,  I  mean  as  part  of  that 
combination^  as,  for  instance,  the  wife  of  Samuel  Settle,  Jonathan 
Evaat^  and  altogether  pretty  much  of  their  own  stamp  with  regard  to 
their  hostile  views  towards  Green  street.  In  one  instance  a  committee 
mety  one  of  those  committees,  I  think  I  was  informed  at  Jonathan 
EviJia'a,  there  happened  to  be,  by  some  means,  two  members  introduc- 
ed on  that  committee  who  were  not  with  them  in  sentiment ;  they  were 
•Mr  friends;  the  object  of  the  committee  I  understood  was  to  confer  to- 
gedicr  ion  Uie  business  of  their  appointment,  when  Samuel  Bettle  pro- 
duced a  report;  one  of  the  Friends  remarked  that  he  thought  their  busi- 
ness then  was  to  confer  together  and  agree  upon  a  report,  but  that  cir- 
cumstance availed  nothing;  there  the  report  was,  and  a  proposition,  I 
think,  I  understood,  was  made  to  sign  it:  they  objected,  did  not  approve 
of  it,  I  think;  then  I  think  it  was  directed  to  be  signed  without  their 
consent,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  which  one  of  the  Friends  from 
whom  I  had  the  information,  one  of  the  committee,  considered  as  a 
grievous  imposition. 

Counsel.  If  the  witness  will  answer  my  question,  much  time  will  be 
savedi  as  he  is  now  detailing  matters  which  he  acknowledges  to  have 
heard  from  other  persons,  and  which  could  not  have  taken  place  under 
his  own  observation,  and  which  are  therefore  no  evidence, — and  as 
the  witness  will  persist  in  not  answering  the  questions  asked  of  him, 
we  protest  against  his  spending  the  time  of  the  examiner  and  of  the 
parties  in  detailing  illegal  evidence,  by  the  narration  of  facts  of  which 
he  does  not  profess  to  have  a  personal  knowledge,  but  are  acquired 
from  the  individual  communications  qf  others. 

Witness.  I  should  be  glad  the  master  would  indulge  me  in  reading 
what  I  have  communicated  in  answer  to  the  question. 

The  answer  was  read  accordingly  to  the  witness,  when  he  further 
says:  I  intended,  designed  what  I  said  to  be  relevant  of  the  case,  and 
an  answer  to  the  question:  but  if,  as  in  the  last  instance  it  is  said,  that 
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that  is  not  a  proper  kind  of  testiinonyi  I  shall  endeavour  to  keep  to  whit 
I  do  know. 

The  witness  was  reminded  by  the  examiner^  that  the  question  related 
specifically  to  the  time  when  the  separation  took  place,  and  not  to  the 
manner  how  it  was  effected. 

Witness.  My  own  opinion  is  founded  on  what  I  know,  and  ha?e  sea 
and  heard,  that  it  took  place  in  every  one  of  those  instances  that  I  hafC 
alluded  to,  where  they  trampled  on  the  discipline  and  disregarded  it 
If  the  counsel  or  the  examiner  is  of  opinion,  that  I  should  answer  the 
question  according  to  my  judgment  founded  on  my  own  knowledgei  I 
should  think  it  necessary  to  go  back,  and  go  over  the  ground  of  what  I 
have  said  to  that  effect  on  my  examination  in  chief. 

Counsel.  Do  I  then  understand  you,  that  in  your  apprehension  the  se- 
paration took  place  at  the  time  of  the  first  infraction  of  the  discipline, 
as  stated  by  you  in  your  previous  examination  ? 

A.  I  consider  that  it  then  commenced,  and  every  act  of  opposition  to 
the  discipline  and  order  of  society,  from  the  first  case  mentioned,  down 
to  the  Yearly  Meeting  held  the  third  Second-day  of  the  Fourth-moDth, 
1827,  when  on  the  part  of  the  Orthodox  it  was  obvious  that  they  htd 
about,  on  their  part,  completed  the  separation;  having  by  their  clerk, 
recording  himself  clerk  of  the  meeting  in  opposition  to  the  voice  of  the 
larger  part  of  that  m6eting,  as  was  pretty  evident;  that  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  committee,  under  the  influence  or  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
women's  meeting,  to  go  down  and  visit  the  Quarterly  MeetingSf  the 
great  body  of  the  meeting  opposed  it;  they  urged  it  strenuously;  the  op* 
position  was  so  great  that  several  of  their  leading  members,  among 
which  I  think  was  John  Cox  and  Jonathan  Evans,  who  expressed  their 
apprehension  that  the  meeting  was  not  in  a  fit  state  to  appoint  such  a 
committee.  But  after  a  communication  was  made  to  the  meeting  by 
Jonathan  Evans's  son,  or  one  of  his  sons,  that  Friends  had  had  a  con* 
ference  together,  and  were  to  have  another;  they  rallied,  and  renewed 
their  ejfort  to  obtain  their  committee.  It  was  alleged  on  their  part, 
that  it  was  to  visit  their  own  members,  I  understood,  and  the  great  bodj 
of  Friends  understood,  I  believe,  that  this  was,  from  the  nature  of  the 
circumstance,  the  completion  of  the  separation  on  their  part. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  the  witness  to  say  that  a  violation  of  the  disci- 
pline by  the  members  of  a  meeting  in  their  collective  capacity,  consti- 
tutes in  fact  a  separation  from  the  society? 

A.  I  don't  know  how  the  counsel  could  understand  me  so;  becauiel 
predicated  the  act  of  separation  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  viola- 
tions of  the  discipline  on  the  part  of  the  Orthodox,  and  their  lordly  do* 
mination  over  their  brethren,  in  meetings  for  discipline,  in  denying  them 
their  rights  in  the  participation  of  the  business  of  meetings,  by  their 
taking  measures  to  secure  clerks  to  their  meetings  favourable  to  their 
views,  and  opposed,  as  the  circumstances  proved,  to  the  regular  admin- 
istration of  the  discipline. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  then  when  you  say,  that  you  considered  that 
the  separation  took  place  in  every  one  of  the  instances  that  you  had  al- 
luded to  where  they  had  trampled  on  the  discipline,  and  disregarded  it? 

A.  I  rnean  that  it  was  progressing  in  every  one  of  these  acts,  as  it 
was  obvious  to  my  mind,  that  they  were  determined  to  rule,  by  any 
means,  or  rend  the  society  asunder. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  then  to  say,  that  persisting  in  a  violation  of 


I 


391 

the  discipline  by  n  meeting,  conitUulea,  in  your  apprehension,  a  Bep&- 
ntion  of  the  society? 

A.  I  would  wish  to  be  understood  to  say,  that  the  frequent,  the  rei- 
terated acts  of  the  violations  of  the  discipline  by  the  orthodox  party  in 
the  meetings  for  discipline,  together  with  that  last  act  that  I  have  al- 
luded to  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  IS27,  constituted  on  their  part  the 
»eparaiion.  The  great  body  of  Friends,  Gnding  that  what  they  declared, 
aome  of  ihem,  was  true,  in  that  Yearly  Meeting,  that  in  consequence  of 
their  arbitrary  conduct,  that  meeting  became  thus  disorganized,  the 
hannony  was  broken;  they  acknowledged  it  themselves,  in  claiming 
their  right  to  name  their  committee  out  of  their  own  party,  to  visit  their 
own  members,  and  not  one  Friend  was  found,  I  think,  named  on  that 

►  committee. 
Q.  My  question  was  not  as  to  a  particular  case,  but  it  was,  whether 
*  under  the  discipline  of  the  society,  if  a  meeting  persisted  in  violating 

that  discipline,  they  did  not  cease  to  be  in  unity  with  the  body? 
^       A.  Inasmuch  as  I  understand  this  question  to  be  in  reference  to  a  pre- 
■  fious  one,  when  the  separation  took  place  in  the  society — 

Counsel,  Then  1  would  correct  ihewitness;  I  do  not  mean  it  in  refer- 
ence to  that  matter  at  all,  but  it  is  a  plain,  simple  proposition,  as  to  your 
■oderstanding  of  the  discipline  in  this  particular. 

Witness.  Then  1  would  say,  that  the  discipline  makes  no  provision  to 
tBf  knowledge,  or  known  to  me,  for  a  revolution  in  society,  which  I  have 
detailed  to  have  occurred,  by  the  acts  of  the  Orthodox,  as  detailed;  dia- 
franchising  their  brethren,  and  controlling,  by  their  means,  their  brethren, 
denying  them  a  participation  in  the  exercises  of  the  discipline. 

Q.  What  other  acts  took  place  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  spoken  of,  in 
1837,  besides  the  recordingthe  continuance  of  the  clerk,  and  the  appoint- 
mcnl  of  the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  lo  produce  the  final  separation 
in  the  society? 

A.  The  declaration  on  the  part  of  the  Orthodox,  that  the  meeting  was 
not  in  a  fit  condition  to  take  up  the  matters  brought  up  from  the  Quar- 
terly Meetings;  that  in  the  attending  to  those  cases.  Friends  of  the  Quar- 
terly Meetings  hoped  to  have  their  grievances  redressed;  as  for  instance, 
the  southern  Quarter,  I  think,  hoped  to  have  their  case  attended  to, 
wherein  their  representatives  were  rejected,  not  permitted  a  seal  in  the 
Meeting  far  Sufferings;  Bucks  Quarterly  Meeting  had  expected  that 
lame  relief  might  be  obtained  from  the  Yearly  Meeting,  by  making  a 
periodical  appointment  of  the  elders;  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  had 
hoped  for  some  relief  in  their  dispute,  a  contest  with  the  Orthodox,  in 
Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  between  the  meeting  of  ministers  and 
elders  and  themj  who  had  violated  the  discipline,  in  remonstrating  with 
the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  in  the  case  of  Leonard  Snowdon — the  in- 
competency of  the  Yearly  Meeting  to  act  in  those  cases — the  last  a  most 
.  glaring  violation  of  the  discipline,  which  in  substance  says,  that  no 
meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  shall  in  anywise  interfere  with  the  busi- 
ness of  meetings  for  discipline. 

Q.  Did  you  never  before  know  of  a  case  brought  up  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  being  laid  over  for  the  consideration  of  the  next  Yearly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  I  have  known  of  such  cases;  but  none  under  such  circumstances. 

Q.  Were  not  the  propositions  spoken  of,  from  Bucks  and  the  southern 
Quarter,  both  disposed  of  in  the  manner  you  have  slated,  at  the  ini 
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of  members  from  these  Quarters  respectivelfi  and  who,  sittce  tlie  sepa- 
ration, have  united  themselves  to  that  portion  of  the  then  society,  with 
which  you  are  now  in  unity? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  the  members  of  those  Quarters  making 
such  a  proposition,  but  I  should  think  it  quite  probable  that  they  might 
have  made  such  proposition ;  because  the  clerk  having  imposed  himself 
on  the  meeting,  the  harmony  of  the  meeting  was  brokei  hope  of  relief 
consequently  ceased  to  animate  the  mind  of  Friends. 

Q.  Did  the  want  of  harmony,  which  incapacitated  that  body  as  yon  have 
stated,  from  proceeding  with  its  business,  arise  from  the  dissatisfacdei 
of  yourself  with  the  continuance  of  the  clerk. 

A.  I  think  it  did,  in  a  very  great  degree. 

Q.  Did  John  Comly  act  as  assistant  clerk  of  that  Yearly  Meeting) 

A.  He  did. 

Q.  Was  he  of  what  you  have  called  the  Orthodox  party? 

A.  No!  but  far  otherwise. 

Q.  Is  he,  and  has  he  ever  been  since  the  separation,  in  unity  with,  isd 
an  active  member  of,  that  portion  of  the  society  to  which  you  have  at- 
tached yourself? 

A.  He  is  a  very  active  and  very  useful  member  of  our  reltgioni  so- 
ciety. 

Q.  Did  he  continue  to  act  as  assistant  clerk  of  that  Yearly  MeetiBb 
until  its  close? 

A.  He  did  so,  I  think ;  that  is,  he  was  the  assistant  clerk.  I  had  my 
eye  to  a  circumstance,  that  John  felt  some  hesitation  from  a  conaiden- 
tion  of  the  state  of  the  meeting.  It  was  obvious  to  all  by  the  intemaptioi 
of  harmony  occurring  among  the  representatives,  and  in  the  meeting,  on 
the  clerk's  persisting  to  act.  I  think,  John  suggested  to  the  meeting, 
or  proposed,  I  cannot  remember  Just  the  nature  of  his  commanicatioo, 
but  it  amounted  to  some  dissatisfaction  to  serve  the  meeting  in  that  ca- 
pacity ;  but  he  was  urged  to  go  to  the  table  and  serve  as  assistant  clerk, 
and  did  so,  and  I  think,  served  till  the  meeting  closed. 

Q.  By  whom  was  he  urged?  and  was  there  any  objection  made  to  it 
by  any  one? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  objection  having  been  made;  and  I 
think,  he  was  urged  by  Friends  and  Orthodox,  as  we  now  use  the  terms, 
to  distinguish  the  two  parties  of  the  society.  They  assuming  the  name, 
and  we  being  Friends,  keeping  to  the  ancient  name. 

Q.  Arc  you  not  as  generally  known  by  some  other  name  than  that  of 
FriendSy  as  those  whom  you  call  Orthodox,  are  known  by  that  name? 

A.  We  consider  ourselves  stigmatized  by  our  quondam  friends,  the 
Orthodox,  as  Hicksites. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  they  are  not  indebted  to  your  society  for  the 
application  of  the  term  Orthodox,  to  them? 

A.  I  think  the  first  I  heard  of  the  use  of  the  term  Orthodox^  was  in  refer- 
ence to  that  party  in  a  conversation  I  had  with  Thomas  Kite,  and  an  ob- 
servation made  by  him.  I  had  some  conversation  I  remember  onceirith 
Jonathan  Evans,  on  the  subject,  and  I  think  I  remarked  to  him  on  the 
use  of  the  termor  name,  "  that  all  the  persecutions  that  ever  have  taken 
place  in  the  church,  was  by  the  Orthodox.  I  am  a  heretic  in  the  sense 
the  apostle  used  the  term,  *  in  the  way  which  they  call  heresy^  so  wor- 
ship I  the  God  of  my  fathers.*  '* 
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Q.  In  ihe   Yearly  Mecling  of   1897,  was  ihe    Philadelphia  QuanoHy 
setingrepresenled? 

'  ,  I  think  it  was,  from  what  I  have  said;  of  c 
e. 

.  Were  you  ihe  only  one  from  Green  streei? 
can't  remember- 

Ifhow  many  Monthly  Meetings  did  it  the: 
t  consisted  o' 


,  Ho»n 


n  the  citv? 


.  Five.     I  made  a  mistake  some  days  itgo,  or  when  I  was  examined 
liat  subject,  1  mentioned,  I  think,  that  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meel- 

T)  as  reorganized,  was  constituted  of  the  same  component  parts  that 
1  been  before  the  rupture,  I  meant  what  I  said  to  apply  to  the  ac 
^  ecaaion  uf  the  remainder  of  the  country  Monthly  Meetings  since  its  csta- 
Kbliahmeni — since  its  re-establishment. 
K  Q.  Of  how  many  Monthly  Meetings  does  it  consislf 
■  A.  It  consists  of  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  Green  street,  Rad- 
Vvor,  Exeter,  or  Maiden  Creek,  Roaring  Creek,  and  Muncy. 

Q.  What  Monthly  Meetings  have  been  left  out  in  this  re-established 
Quarterly  Meeting,  within  the  limits  of  Philadelphia  Quarter? 

A-  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  as  it  was  called,  and  is  called,  1 
•appose  Northern  District,  Western  and  Southern  District,  being  fourj 
that  is,  there  are  four  Orthodox  Monthly  Meetings, 

Q.  Do  you  say  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  which  you  have  spoken, 
isa  re-establishment  of  the  Quarterly  Meetij:ig,of  which  you  have  spoken 
uexistingin  1827^ 

A.  I  meant  to  be  understood  that  it  was  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing of  Friends  reorganiztd. 

Q.  Had  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  ceased  to  hold  its  regu- 
lar sittings  at  the  usual  times  and  place  since  1837? 

A.  I  never  have  attended  a  Quarterly  Meeting  held  at  Arch  street, 
where  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  used  to  assemble,  since  Green 
atreet  Monthly  Meeting  was  joined  to  Abington  Quarter. 

Q.  By  general  repute,  is  it  not  continued  ? 

A.  1  have  always  understood  that  Ihe  Orthodox  party  held  their  Quar- 
terly Meeting  there,  as  when  I  was  a  member  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting  held  at  that  place. 

Q.  And  claiming  to  be  of  the  Society  of  Friendsf 

A.  1  have  no  doubt  that  that  is  the  case. 

Q.  Was  that  the  meeting  to  which  the  minute  of  Green  street  Month- 
ly Meeting,  informing  them  that  they  had  dissolved  their  connexion,  of 
which  you  have  spoken,  was  addressed? 

A.  The  Quarterly  Meeting  then  held  there  was  constituted  of  a  large 
number  of  Friends,  who  from  the  different  Monthly  Meetings  in  Phila- 
delphia, have  since  become  members  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting 
of  Friends  held  at  Cherry  street;  and  1  can't  say,  strictly  speaking,  thai 
it  is  the  very  same,  because  many  of  its  members  have  become  membera 
of  Cherry  street  Qual-teriy  Meeting — that  is,  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
Friends  held  at  Cherry  streei.  That  meeting  held  at  Arch  street,  was 
the  meeting  to  which  the  minute  from  Green  street  was  addressed. 

Q.  Has  that  Quarterly  Meeting  ever  been  laid  doitn  by  the  Yearly 
1  Meeting!' 

A-   The  Orthodox  Yearly  Meeting  would  of  course  not  lay  down  (hat 

Vol.  I.— so 
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Quarterly  Meeting  which  wai  the  very  foeut  rf  arikodaxjff  and  aaoif 
whose  members,  I  have  often  told  my  friends*  tn at  four  members  of  thu 
meeting  could  lay  their  hands  upon  the  difficulty,  and  settle  it  in  one  yesr. 
There  it  all  originated— and  I  have  believed,  that  if  Jonathan  Erm^ 
9amuel  Bettle,  Thomas  Stewardson,  and  Thomas  Wistar,  should  coae- 
to  their  right  senses,  and  Jonathan  should  sav  to  them,  **  |i  very  unliappy 
division  has  taken  place  in  the  society,  and  (as  he  might  truly  tay)  tlim 
are  mtinj  toorihy  and  excellent  men  among  them,  and  it  must  be  allowed 
that  they  are  /Wendlt— we  have  used  them  very  hard  we  must  acluww« 
iedge— we  have  stood  aloof  from  them— kept  them  at  a  distance— •tad  I 
think,  that  if  we  were  to  make  a  proposition  to  them,  that  it  would  ks 
better  for  us  to  harmonise  together,"  these  men,  the  other  three,  I  faais 
but  little  doubt,  would  agree  to  it.  And  if  they  were  to,propote  sacks 
thing  in  their  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  their  Quarterly  Meetings,  sail 
Yearly  Meeting,  there  would  not,  I  apprehend,  one  man  in  twenty  ss| 
aught  against  it;  and  therefore,  in  one  year  he  could  so  control  thebod|^ 
to  which  they  are  attached,  as  to  dispose  them  to  harmonise*— what 
shall  I  say,  husbands  and  wives,  parents  and  children,  the  nearest  tks 
in  nature,  that  are  now  set  in  array  in  hostile  attitudes,  with  law  tultiN- 
denying  Friends  of  Green  street  the  right  of  burial,  having  a  trustcCi 
owner  of  the  property  for  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting— having  a  con- 
mittee  appointed,  in  common  with  the  other  Monthly  Meetings  in  the 
city,  to  have  the  care  of  the  burial  ground — that  committee  expellel 
from  the  board— denied  the  right  to  attend  to  their  charge— their  ef» 
ders  for  interment  were  denied— in  one  instance,  when  I  attended  a 
burial,  we  came  to  the  gate,  their  man  having  charge  of  it,  stood.at  the 
small  gate  adjoining  it,  with  the  small  gate  in  his  hand,  and  the  Otirtr 
leaning  against  the  pier,  denying  Friends  their  rightful  privilege  to  es- 
ter, and  inter  the  dead  that  was  then  waiting  in  the  street,  knowing  that 
we  had  a  title,  and  every  circumstance  regular  as  any  one  of  the  Month* 
ly  Meetings  that  thus  claimed  to  reject  us,  or  deny  us  the  right  of  burid} 
our  trustee,  who  was  a  man  not  to  be  trifled  With  in  such  a  case,  who  htt 
always  been  disposed  to  exercise,  and  has  exercised  his  own  judgmeat 
so  far  as  I  know,  in  granting  orders  for  interment,  scaling  the  Wall,  tt 
was  done,  I  think,  in  the  instance  I  have  recited,  and  opiened  the  gale 
—breaking  the  lock — even  the  house  in  the  yard,  where  the  tools  for 
digging  the  grieve  were  kept,  and  the  chairs  for  the  accommodation  of 
the  friends  of  the  deceased,  were  kept  locked  up— a  high  wall  aronndtbe 
ground.  This  circumstance  of  imposing  upon  Friends  of  Green  streeti 
as  well  as  a  large  body  of  Friends  who  had  belonged  to  the  other  meet- 
ings of  Friends  in  the  city,  which  are  now  Orthodox,  having  five  trit» 
tees,  they  concluded  to  put  an  end  to  this  disgraceful  biTsiness  of  scalint 
the  wall,  and  breaking  the  locks;  to  put  a  gate,  which  they  did,  on  the 
west  side  of  the  lot*  the  then  present  gate  being  on  the  east — ^just  where 
such  a  gate  was  wanting  at  any  time.  And  while  this  gate  was  aboat 
being  to  be  erected,  some  of  their  party,  Jeremiah  Willets  was  one, 
came  there,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  from  what  I  understood, 
stood  on  the  wall  when  it  was  taken  down  nearly  to  the  ground,  wUle 
the  man  was  taking  it  down,  and  endeavoured,  if  I  recollect  right,  to  ia* 
terrupt  the  man  in  his  business.  I  think  he  alleged  that  he  got  some 
dust  on  his  shoes.  An  application,  I  understood,  was  some  how  made 
to  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  Joseph  Watsoni  process  wss 
served  on  Joseph  Lukens 
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pCeunsel.  I  must  protest  af^iinst  this  course  of  the  witness,  and  call  hii 
■Kntian  to  the  question,  and  request  his  answer. 

■The  examiner  ttirecled  the  witness  to  conline  hiiriself  [o  the  question. 
BTbe  witness  procei-ds — I  atiended  the  examinaiton  before  mayor  Wst- 
■Mt  and  after  hearing  the  case,  it  was  made  out  a  riot — and  he  com- 
bttcd  Joseph  Lukens,  who  was  one  of  the  committee  that  had  the  care 

■  the  groundi  or  had  been  so,  and  had  spent  much  of  his  time  there, 
IkI  Edmund  Shotwell,  to  jail,  just  before  nighi.  I  went  with  ihL'm.and 
in  permitted  by  one  of  the  committee  having  the  care  of  the  jail,  I 
klilk  Joseph  Price,  to  go  through  the  iron  door  way,  and  to  see  them 
■'their  room  with  their  gialed  windows!  Men  living  somfortalily  at 
pme!  Joseph  an  independent  man,  and  in  delicate  health,  consigned  to 

■  uncomfortable  lodging,  and  there  kept  for  some  days,  until  they  were 
nught  up  before  judge  King,  on  a  writ  of  habeat  corput,  and  dit- 
Birged. 

■Tbe  question  was  again  read  to  the  witness,  at  his  request,  when  hs 
■fB,  I  believe  the  Orthodox  Yearly  Meeting  has  not  laid  it  down. 
E&djourned  until  one  o'clock,  P.  M.  on  Monday  next,  being  the  S3nd 
Wrenibcr,  1830. 

o'clock.     Cross-examination 
^^  s  before. 

^KThe  witness,  in  conlinnalion  of  his  answer  to  the  last  previous  ques- 
Hni,  further  says,  owing  to  an  interruption  that  occurred,  and  the  time 
^Vthe  adjournment  having  nearly  arrived,  a  few  more  circumstances,  I 
HHnk  desiralilelo  note  relative  to  that  last  transaction. 
BpCharles  Middleton  was  likewise  imprisoned — he  then  being,  as  after- 
^Bj^ds  appeared,  one  that  they  claimed  as  their  member,  being  one  of 
^■t  workmen  that  was  engaged  in  erecting  the  gate.     Two  poor  black 
^■nii  who  were  employed  as  labourers,  were  also  committed,  together 
^Rlh  those  three  Fi  icnds.     That  in  the  management  of  the  case  before 
^fcdge  King,  a  number  of  the  active  Orthodox  members  of  the  city,  John 
Paul,  and  a  number  of  others  of  them,  were  there  in  attendance,  appeared 
10  be  aisisting  the  attorney  or  aitornies,  who,  as  was  understood,  they 
had  in  their  employ  in  the  management  of  the  other  cases,  law  suiti, 
Ihey  had  in  hand  of  a  civil  nature.     It  appeared,  I  think,  that  the  stales 
attorney  did  not  as  usual  attend  as  prosecutor,  but  that  their  own  law- 
yers  were  the  persons  that,  with  themselves,  were  carrying  on  the  prose- 
cution, as  it  appeared  to  me — and  while  the  cause  was  still  pending,  they 
had  the  gate  torn  away,  as  1  believe,  was  considered  in  contempt  of  the 
authorities  that  had  been  called  upon  to  interpose.    Notwithstanding,  it 
was  decided  by  judge  King,  that  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  had  not 
lost  possession,  having  equal  rights  with  the  Orthodox,  and  that  the 
'  possession  they  had  thus  violently  taken  was  but  a  st:rambling  otic,  and 
that  possession,  such  as  it  was  then  declared  to  be,  they  have  continued 
to  keep  to  the  present  time;  so  that  Friends  have  had  to  break  two  lock! 
■fter  getting  over  the  wall,  ever  since,  down  lo  the  present  time)  with 
tome  exceptions,  when  they  happened  lo  have  a  burial  that  met  about 
tli«  same  time,  when  they  had  opened  the  gate  for  their  own  use. 

Mr.  Sloan.  The  examiner  having  decided  that  he  has  no  control  over 
the  answers  of  the  witness,  or  authority  to  conline  his  answers  to  the 
question,  on  Saturday  I  addressed  myself  to  the  witness's  own  sense  of 
propriety,  and  begged  him  to  confine  himself  to  the  question,  in  hw  an- 
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swers.  I  then  luggested  to  him,  that  he  would  hkve  full  opporlunitf  U 
the  close  ot  the  examination  to  add  any  thing  which  in  his  asBuroed  i^a- 
racter  of  an  advocate  of  the  cause,  he  might  deem  essential,  if  queitiont 
were  not  asked  which  should  elicit  it.  As  ilie  witness  thought  proper  to 
disregard  this  appeal,  I  submitted  to  his  oppressive  and  vexatiotis  coutw 
patiently  on  that  day,  with  the  hope  ihat  he  might  exhaust  his  stock  of 
personal  invective.  As  he  has  thought  proper  volunlarity  to  rctiew  il 
tO'day,  without  a  question  being  asked,  after  having  at  the  close  of  his 
examination  on  Saturday  solicited  a  repetition  of  the  question,  and  in* 
swered  it  fully,  I  am  constrained  to  hetieve  that  the  witness  has  Un- 
gotten  the  purpose  for  which  he  was  called,  in  the  new  character  whkk 
he  has  assumed  to  himself.  I  therefore  remind  him  that  he  is  now  bCTB 
as  a  wilntaa,  and  not  as  an  advocate,  as  I  have  several  times  before  dOK 
I  can  understand  his  course  in  thus  disregarding  the  admonitions  of  the 
examiner,  and  the  repeated  appeals  of  counsel,  as  intended  only  to  pro- 
duce an  effect  upon  the  public  mind,  when  this  examination  shall  assume 
the  form  of  a  book,  as  it  is  understood  his  associates,  or  some  of  tbtn, 
have  declared  il  shall  do.  As  counsel  in  this  cause,  1  therefore  feel  ii 
my  duty  again  to  protest  against  the  legality  or  propriety  of  thus  bur- 
Ihening  the  records  with  the  history  of  the  private  animosities  of  the  wit- 
ness, or  the  vindictive  assertions  of  a  highly  excited  paHizan,  who  hw 
himself,  and  by  his  own  acknowledgment,  been  one  of  the  most  active 
leaders  of  this  reuolulion  in  the  society,  as  he  himself  styles  il.  But  >i 
he  will  persist  in  thus  departing  from  my  questions,  I  feel  it  my  duty  to 
follow  him  in  his  answers,  that  the  matters  which  he  there  introduce^ 
under  the  solemn  sanction  of  his  affirmation,  may  he  placed  in  their  true 
light,  and  not  even  infereniially  supposed  to  be  admitted  to  be  IITW  •» 
stated,  by  the  party  whom  I  represent  in  this  cause. 

Mr.  Price.  Though  I  was  present,  I  do  not  remember  any  suggestion 
of  the  counsel,  that  the  witness  would  have  full  opportunity,  at  the  cloee 
of  the  examination,  to  add  any  thing  which  in  his  assumed  charocitr  at  an 
a</tN3(-n^eo/'{^cau«e,  he  might  deem  essential,  if  questions  were  not  asked 
which  would  elicit  it.  Neither  do  1  remember  the  witness  stating  him- 
self tu  be  here  in  any  respect  an  advocate  in  this  cause.  I  do  however 
remember,  that  when  goaded  with  questions,  in  respect  to  his  own  reli- 
gious and  conscientious  opinions,  which,  as  a  citizen,  he  felt  himself 
bound  not  to  account  for  to  a  temporal  tribunal,  he  did  express  hii  be- 
lief, that  if  the  engines  of  religious  persecution  which  have  been  in 
fashion  in  Christendom  had  been  in  fashion  here,  he  might  not  h 
been  here,  an  advocate  for  this  right  on  behalf  of  every  Americas  dti- 
BCn,  in  so  far  as  he  resisted  such  effort,  I  admit  the  counsel  mvffetl 
an  answer  that  bears  hard  upon  his  clients,  may  be  oppressive  and  irett- 
tious.  I  admit  that  the  length  of  some  of  the  answers,  but  of  very  few  at 
them,  may  be  in  a  degree  so;  because,  when  I  was  in  his  situation,  1  b  ' 
reason  to  experience  the  same  kind  of  feeling  from  the  much  mo 
lengthy  answers,  sermons,  and  quotations  by  the  page,  made  by  his  wit' 
neases.  As  to  the  purpose  of  making  a  book,  I  believe  the  couiweTj 
own  clienis  will  have  all  the  credit  of  the  conception  of  the  idea,  tod  of 
the  execution;  because  we  are  indebted  to  them  solely  for  this  proceed- 
ing, and  as  I  have  often  heard  from  them,  with  the  purpose  of  makitig 
knexpaii'  to  the  public.  And  as  to  ihe  intention  declared  by  the  couiel 
10  pursue  the  subject  last  touched  upon  by  the  witness,  with  hin.  Hi* 
welcome  to  do  so.    And,  1  believe,  will  be  answered,  as  I  think  tbiswii' 
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Hkis  has  always  answered,  with  a  conscientious  regard  to  the  truth,  and 
Bpe  nature  of  the  aflirmation  he  has  taken;  though  the  adage  may  be 
^krified  that  "the  truth  may,  in  some  inatajices,  be  the  severest  libel," 
HE|t  being  the  truth  in  a  legal  investigation,  it  must  come  forth. 
HLQ.  When  (lid  these  proceedings  at  the  burying  ground,  of  which  you 
Hpve  spoken,  take  place?  Were  they  since  the  separation  of  which  you 
^Bne  spoken  in  I^'ourlh -month,  1837? 

^bA.  1  spoke  of  the  separation,  and  to  what  I  suppose  the  (luestion  al- 
Hbdes,  as  being  that  last  act  particularly  of  the  parly  who  assumed  to 
^■mtrol  and  did  control  the  operations  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  1837; 
Hpid  after  that  time  1  think  those  proceedings  1  have  spoken  of  relative 
lb  ihe  burial  ground,  or  our  being  denied  the  right  of  burial,  to  be  con- 
Hollaed  down  to  within  a  few  weeks,  when  1  attended  Ihe  last  burial. 
^K.'Q.  Were  interments  admitted  by  the  society  in  that  yard  without  a 
B^nni/  from  some  of  Ihe  committee  of  some  one  of  the  Monthly  Meet- 
Kn? 
"  A.  No. 

I       Q.   Have  you  ever  known  of  an  instance  of  a  permit  having  been  re* 
'  Aiaed  to  any  of  the  members  of  Green  street  Meeting  on  application  to 
the  committee  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  the  northern  district? 

A.  There  are  very  few  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting 
that  would  degrade  themselves  in  such  a  manner,  while  they  had  the 
right  of  property  secured  by  as  good  a  title  as  any  of  the  five  Monthly 
Meetings  bad  to  the  common  use  of  that  burial  ground.  They  never 
had  occasion  nor  a  disposition  to  apply  to  the  northern  district  Month- 
ly Meeting,  having  always  had  a  committee  regularly  appointed  to  at- 
tend to  such  applications,  of  their  own  members,  and  such  as  were  mem- 
bers of  the  society,  our  religious  society;  and  Gabriel  Middleton,  who  I 
think  is  the  trustee  for  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  holding  the  title 
of  the  burial  ground  for  them,  was  disposed  to  enter  the  ground  to  ful- 
fil his  duties,  either  through  the  gate  that  could  be  opened  in  the  usual 
way,  which  he  would  much  have  preferred,  or  over  the  wall,  or  through 
the  wall,  which  ever  suited  him  best. 

Q,  So  far  from  withholding  these  permits,  were  they  not  oflered  in 
•ome  instances  by  the  committee  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the  north- 
em  district  to  the  relatives  of  the  deceased? 

A.  I  think  I  have  heard  of  several  having  been  sent;  one  in  particu- 
lar, Edward  Randolph,  I  was  informed,  took  one  to  Jameii  Howell's, 
for  the  interment  of  his  daughter,  a  young  woman;  I  think  he  urged  up- 
on the  conneuons,  or  some  of  them,  or  one  of  them,  and  if  !  have  been 
rightly  informed,  used  his  endeavours  to  alarm  the  fears  of  the  connex- 
ions, by  holding  up  the  idea  of  the  probability  or  possibility  of  there 
being  a  mob  collected  on  the  occasion,  of  perhaps  a  thousand  persons; 
but  the  relatives  had  the  magnanimity  to  respect  their  own  rights  as 
members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  disdained  to  submit  to 
Ihe  privation  of  those  rights  by  the  influence  of  a  faction,  in  the  Quar- 
terly and  Monthly  Meeting,  as  they  called  it,  for  the  northern  district. 
Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

•  Tuesday  morning,  November  23d,  isno,  at   10  o'clock.      Cross-ex- 
amination of  Abraham  Lower  continued.     Present  as  before. 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan.  Since  the  separation  in  the  society,  have  you 
ever  known  the  right  of  burial  refused  by  the  person  having  the  rround 
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alluded  to,  in  charge,  to  any  one  who  bad  previously  been  a  member  of 
the  society,  where  a  permit  was  produced  from  the  Monthly  Meetings' 
committee  for  the  northern  district? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  such  a  case.  Friends  have  not  been  accustomed 
to  apply  to  any  other  committee  than  the  committee  or  Green  street 
Monthly  Meeting;  at  least  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meet- 

ing. 

Q.  Was  not  the  objection  made  in  the  case  alluded  to  by  you,  in  con- 
sequence of  there  having  been  no  permit  produced,  or  any  appiicatioa 
made  to  the  person  having  the  ground  in  charge? 

A.  When  the  man  who  has  the  ground  in  charge  was  employed  by 
the  society  for  that  purpose,  the  committee  from  Green  street,  who  had 
the  charge  of  the  burial  ground  for  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  were, 
I  think,  his  employers  in  common  with  the  other  committees,  and  being 
a  Monthly  Meeting  in  order,  acting  under  the  discipline  of  the  society, 
and  having  not  been  laid  down  according  to  their  own  showing,  by  any 
means  prescribed  in  the  discipline,  having  a  right  of  property  equal 
with  the  other  four  Monthly  Meetings;  title  complete,  trustees,  every 
thing  regular,  they  were  under  no  inducement  to  make  application  to 
the  northern  district  Monthly  Meeting,  and  therefore,  I  apprehend,  did 
not  make  such  application. 

Q.  I  refer  to  the  case  in  which  you  stated,  that  the  procession  arriv* 
ed  at  the  gate.  My  question  was,  whether  at  that  time  the  objection  wis 
not  as  I  have  stated  ? 

A.  I  should  think  it  probable  that  it  was;  I  do  not  recollect  to  have 
heard ;  but  I  think  my  answer  was  full  to  both  cases. 

Q.  Was  the  appointment  of  the  person  to  take  charge  of  the  ground, 
made  by  the  five  Monthly  Meetings  belonging  to  that  Quarter,  before 
the  separation? 

A.  I  so  understood  it,  at  the  period  I  spoke  of,  when  the  man  was  em- 
ployed first. 

Q.  Had  any  change  been  made  in  that  appointment  by  the  several 
Monthly  Meetings  thus  acting  together,  at  the  time  spoken  of  by  yoa? 

Witness.  What  time  dost  thou  allude  to? 

Counsel.  At  the  time  of  the  objection  mentioned;  the  period  to  which 
this  examination  is  directed. 

A.  I  think  the  committee  of  Green  street  were  rejected  by  the  com- 
mittces  of  the  other  four  Monthly  Meetings,  and  Samuel  Stokes  enga^ 
ed  by  them  to  serve  them  particularly;  his  livelihood  depending  on  that 
business;  he  was  thus  constrained  to  act  for  them,  and  so  far  as  depend- 
ed on  his  station  to  prevent  Friends  from  the  lawful,  rightful  and  pro- 
per use  they  possessed  in  that  ground.  I  cannot  be  particular  as  to 
dates,  so  as  to  speak  positive  as  to  the  particular  periods;  but  what  I 
have  stated  is  what  I  think  transpired. 

Q.  Was  this  rejection  of  the  Green  street  committee,  after  Greea 
street  had  dissolved  its  connexion  with  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Phila- 
delphia? 

A.  As  I  said  before,  I  cannot  be  particular  as  to  dates,  but  I  think  it 
probable,  that  it  was  after  that  period. 

Q.  You  speak  of  the'  title  to  this  property  having  been  vested  in  trui- 
tees;  did  they  not  hold  it  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  Monthly  Meetings 
of  the  Society  of  Friends  in  Philadelphia? 

A.  All  the  trustees  together,  I  believe,  so  held  the  property. 
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Q.  Did  ihey  exerciae  the  tonlroUmg  power  over  that  yard,  or  were 
their  names  used  merely  for  the  purpose  of  holding  the  estate,  and  all 
control  over  the  property  exercised  by  these  several  Monthly  Mecttngi* 
committees^ 

A.  I  understand  the  trustees  hold  the  properly  ;  the  title  bein^  vested 
in  them,  for  the  purposes  mentioned,  in  the  title  deeds;  and  the  care 
of  the  burial  ground  was  vested  in  these  several  committees  having  that 
charge  of  them. 

Q.  How  many  trustees  were  there  from  each  meeting? 

A.  That's  a  (juestion  I  cannot  answer;  for  I  don't  know. 

Q.   How  many  were  there  from  Green  street? 

A.  I  can't  he  very  positive  of  more  than  one;  Gabriel  Middleton,  that 
I  have  several  limes  named, 

Q.  Were  not  Joseph  Rakestraw  and  John  Lancaster,  trustees  from  that 
meeting^ 

A.  As  there  are  several  trusts  of  that  kind, I  did  not  recollect.  I  was 
about  to  mention  another  name,  as  supposing  the  person  I  allude  to,  to 
have  been  a  partner  in  that  trust;  but  in  the  nature  of  the  Irnsl,  I  under- 
stand, that  every  trustee  in  his  individual  capacity  is  accountable  to 
the  members  of  the  society,  so  far  as  to  be  obliged  to  comply  with  the 
fulfilment  of  the  rights  of  the  members  on  application  to  him,  or  be  liable 
to  damages  for  non-compliance.  The  discipline  of  the  society  docs  not 
recognise,  as  1  understand,  such  an  establishment  as  existed  in  Philadel- 
phia, but  provides,  that  where  persons  who  are  not  members  of  the  so- 
ciety, are  desired  to  be  interred  in  the  ground,  that  in  that  case  only,  >n 
order  is  to  be  given,  as  I  understand,  by  any  two  members  of  the  society. 

Q.  Was  this  taking  down  of  the  wall  by  Gabriel  Middleton  and 
others,  authorized  by  the  body  of  trustees,  who  held  the  title  to  thai 
property,  or  pretended  to  have  been  sanctioned  by  them,  or  a  majority 
of  them? 

A.  As  before  stated,  (hey  were  each  accountable  in  their  own  persons, 
and  majorities  had  nothing  to  do  with  it;  they  were  liable  to  damages 
every  one  of  them,  for  non-compliance  as  before  staled. 

Q.  Was  it  authorized  or  sanctioned  by  the  several  Monthly  Meetings' 
committees  who  had  the  care  of  the  ground? 

A.  I  don't  know  the  minutix  of  the  business;  but  I  think  not.  Or 
else  they  would  not  have  ejected,  as  1  understand  they  did,  our  commit- 
tee, having  charge  of  the  ground. 

Q.  Were  the  persons  of  whom  you  have  spoken  as  having  been  com- 
mitted to  prison,  by  the  mayor  of  Philadelphia,  committed  for  thus 
breaking  down  the  wall,  and  the  proceedings  that  there  took  place,  or 
for  refusing  to  obey  the  order  of  the  court,  by  entering  into  a  recogni- 
sance in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  court? 

A.  !  think  it  was  for  refusing  to  give  security;  they  took  the  ground 
that  our  early  Friends  always  took,  and  made  it  a  matter  of  conscience; 
those  Friends  that  I  spoke  of;  that  being  of  good  behaviour  and  bound 
by  conscience  to  be  so,  they  considered  it  an  indignity  and  inconsistent 
to  be  bound  in  such  manner  to  keep  the  peace.  Jeremiah  Willets  was 
there  at  the  mayor's  ofHce,  at  the  trial;  I  think,  I  was  there,  and  I  think 
he  was;  at  any  rate  he  was  understood  to  appear  as  prosecutor,  but  as 
it  was  wormed  out  of  him  by  the  hardest,  it  appeared  that  he  had  been 
mt,  perhaps,  Horace  Binney's  office,  with  Thomas  Slewardson,ThomM  P. 
Cope,  and  perhaps  Thomas  Wistar,  under  whose  counsel,  I  think,  h« 
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was  considered  to  be  actiog  in  ihat  cue,  as  well  ss  (he  party  generil 
I  don't  mean  that  he  was  counselled  by  the  party  generally ;  but  that  d 
proceeding  was  considered  as  promoting  iheir  cause.  Onecircumstancfrl 
remember  lo  have  heard  spoken  oT  at  the  time,  which  I  think  stands  h 
connexion  with  the  case,  though  I  don't  profess  myself  to  know  any 
thing  as  to  the  fact,  chat  Jonathan  Evans  was  supposed  to  have  taken 
tea  with  mayor  Watson  just  previous;  and  as  mayor  WaOon,  I  think, 
declared  himself  on  that  exaiiiinai,ion,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  U 
have  once  been  an  unworthy  member  of  the  society,  and  I  really  thottEkt 
then  that  he  was  acting  in  a  very  unworthy  manner ;  and  1  think.  1h« 
the  citizens  of  Philadelphia  evinced  that  they  were  of  the  same  opild4M 
in  giving  him  liberty  to  attend  to  his  private  concerns. 

Q.  Were  these  persons  required  lo  give  any  security  to  keep  llu 
peace,  or  merely  directed  to  enter  into  their  own  recognisance^ 

A.  1  believe  I  was  inaccurate  in  the  mode  of  expression,  when  I  pn- 
viously  apoke  of  their  being  obliged  to  give  security;  at  least  I  was  BOt 
definite;  I  think  as  respected  the  three  Frietds,  that  Watson  would  hm 
been  very  glad  to  have  had  them  enter  into  their  own  recognisance*  asd 
probably  that  is  what  was  requii-ed  of  them  as  they  were  respooaiUf 
men;  except  the  two  poor  black  men,  that  were  hod-carriers,  aRd  I  nt 
ther  think,  that  it  was  proposed  in  their  case,  that  one  of  the  three 
Friends,  that  were  then  committed  as  criminals,  and  were  afterward* 
sent  lo  the  criminals'  apaitmeni  and  not  to  the  debtors',  which  could  have 
been  very  easily  procured,  I  suppose,  for  their  accommodation;  I  think, 
that  one  of  the  prisoners,  it  was  proposed  to  one  of  the  prisoners  to  go 
security  for  the  black  men;  which,  1  think,  was  declined;  but  I  am  not 
sure^bout  it,  how  it  was;  this  being  considered  one  of  the  first  glaring 
instances  of  persecution  on  a  religious  account  in  Pennsylvania ;  perhapt 
the  most  so  of  any  thing  that  had  occurred  from  (he  foundation  of  the 
colony,  excepting  possibly  some  cases  that  may  have  occurred  during 
Ihe  revolutionary  war. 

Q.  Were  these  proceedings  founded  upon  the  complaint  of  an  indivi- 
dual before  the  mayor,  of  a  breach  of  the  peace  having  been  cominitlcd 
towards  him? 

A.  As  persecutors  on  a  religious  account  have  scarcely  ever  failed  tl 
some  pretext  for  their  outrages  on  humanity,  so  in  this  instance,  1  thiak, 
Jeremiah  Willets  made  some  such  charge  or  complaint. 

Q.  This  committal  then  which  you  have  first  spoken  of,  was  made  it 
consequence  of  iheir  refusing  to  enter  into  a  recognisance  lo  answer  10 
a  complaint  of,  or  to  keep  Ihe  peace   towards  an  individual,  who  had  ' 
charged  them  with  an  infraction  of  the  law. 

A.  They  did,  for  the  reasons  I  assigned,  I  believe,  refuse  to  give  thdr 
recognisances;  they  thought  it  would  have  implicated  their  characieri 
having  commilLed  no  violence;  I  think,  made  no  threats;  but  by  the  cit- 
cumstance  of  more  than  three  persons,  as  there  were,  though  engaged  in 
a  peaceable  manner,  in  their  lawful  business.  Mayor  Watson  was  con- 
sidered, I  remember  its  being  intimated  by  Thomas  Kittera,  as  theeoW- 
paw  of  those  persons,  of  the  party,  who  had  committed  them,  or  iaiti- 
tuted  the  proceedings  against  them.  I  think  this  was  before  the  mi^ 
himself. 

Q.  Why  did  they  object  to  being  restrained  by  a  legal  proceedtagfrm 
committing  a  breach  of  the  peace,  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  a  rcgaltf 
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■nd  proper  tribunal,  acltng  upon  a  charge  legally  preferred,  and  whhin 
its  acknowledged  jurUdiclion? 

A.  They  commilied  no  breach  of  the  peace;  they  wanted  no  restraint 
from  breaking  the  peace;  the  construction  of  their  peaceable  conduct 
into  a  riotous  act  was  frowned  down  by  th6  whole  commuDity  almost,  or 
very  unanimously  in  Philadelphia,  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  and 
t.hcir  agents  and  abettors,  so  far  as  they  were  known,  were  considered 
to  have  acted  much  worse  in  that  instance  than  the  Catholics,  whose 
Frenzy  and  zeai  led  them  to  baiter  each  others'  heads  with  stones  and 
missiles  in  their  dispute  about  their  priest,  because  in  all  their  violence 
and  turbulence  on  that  account,  their  dead  were  buried  without  difficulty, 
I  understood,  on  both  sides. 

Q.  Was  not  an  action  to  determine  the  respective  rights  of  the  parties 
to  this  burial  ground  pending  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  at 
the  times,  or  some  of  them,  when,  as  above  stated  by  you,  your  naao- 
cUtes  of  Green  street  meeting  attempted  to  enforce  their  rights  by  a 
strong  hand,  in  removing  locks  and  fastenings  attached  to  the  gatesP 

A.  O  yes — I  think  it  was  so — but  then  as-the  rights  of  Green  street 
Monthly  Meeting  wei'c  perfect  in  themselves,  to  them  as  a  Monthly 
Meeting,  they  exercised  those  rights,  without  consulting  others  who 
were  not  interrupted  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  rights,  nor  was  there  any 
duposition  to  deprive  them  of  them;  and  it  is  thought  very  extraordi- 
nary, I  believe,  that  after  so  decisive  a  charge  as  that  given  by  judge 
King  in  the  case,  establishing  indubitably,  so  far  as  that  judgment  went, 
the  equal  right  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  that  they  should  have 
persisted  in  the  odious  course  they  have,  as  is  obvious  on  every  occasion, 
to  the  disinterested  citizens  who  came  to  the  knowledge  of  it,  as  far  as 
my  observation  extends.  They  have  gone  on  to  change  their  trustees, 
I  understand,  without  the  signature  or  approbation  of  those  five  trus- 
tees; and  to  me,  an  ignorant  and  illiterate  man,  it  appears  that  they 
have  acted  like  children;  and  as  1  conceive,  there  is  now  no  valid  tide 
for  that  property  but  what  is  now  vested  in  those  five  trustees  that  arc 
Friends;  and  whether  they  consider  their  cause  as  lame  and  desperate, 
I  don't  know;  but  I  understand  they  have  appointed  another  set  of  trus* 
Ices  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey- 

Q.  In  what  year  was  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  laid  off  from  the 
northern  district  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  My  memory  is  so  deficient  generally  with  regard  to  dates,  that  in 
this  case  t  can't  speak  positively,  1  suppose  it  to  have  been  somewhere 
about  I8IS  or  1817. 

Q.  What  portion  of  the  city  was  embraced  wUbin  the  limits  of  the 
northern  district  at  that  time? 

A.  Those  members  residing  north  of  Callowhill  street,  were  to  be  con- 
sidered members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting. 

Counsel.  1  refer  to  the  limits  of  the  northern  district,  before  Green 
street  was  set  ufT. 

A.  The  limits  included  the  members  of  society  residing  in  Arch  slreei, 
and  north  of  it — after  a  time,  when  the  meeting  house  was  built  on  the 
burial  ground  on  Arch  street,  an  alteration  was  made  so  as  to  include  all 
the  members  residing  in  Arch  street  to  Third  street,  up  Third  street  to 
Chercy  street,  and  from  there,  we«,  as  members  of  the  Philadelphia 
Monthly  Meeting,  reserving  to  such  Friends  the  privilege  of  continu' 
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ing  members  of  the  northern  district  Monthly  Meeting,  as  chose  to 

do  so.  .        r  1. 

Q.  Were  these  alterations  in  the  limits  made  with  the  sanction  of  the 

Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  by  agreement  of  the  respectifc 

Monthly  Meetings  themselves? 

A.  Quarterly  Meetings  have  no  right  to  interfere  by  the  discipline,  u 
I  understand  it,  in  such  local  matters — but  the  arrangements  of  the 
boundaries  in  the  city,  among  the  meetings,  were  made  among  them- 
selves by  general  agreement;  but  as  some  Friends,  particularly  living  in 
Arch  street,  Samuel  Smith  and  pthers-^when  the  arrangement,  I  hive 
described,  was  made,  knowing,  I  suppose,  that  as  members  of  society 
they  had  a  right,  as  individuals,  to  choose  which  meeting  their  right 
should  be  vested  in;  and  therefore,  that  indulgence  in  the  arrangement 
when  it  was  made.  I  think  there  was  an  absence  of  discipline  in  such 
cases. 

Q.  If  a  member  remove  from  within  the  limits  of  one  of  these  Month- 
ly Meetings  into  the  limits  assigned  to  another,  although  a  member  of 
the  same  Quarter,  was  it  necessary  that  he  should  produce  a  certificate 
of  his  right  of  membership,  before  his  right  of  membership  occurred  ii 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  into  whose  limits  he  had  removed  ? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  By  the  discipline  and  usages  of  the  society,  could  he  acauire  t 
right  of  membership  in  such  meeting,  without  the  production  ot  a  cer^ 
tificate  from  the  meeting  from  which  he  had  removed? 

A.  No,  he  could  not. 

Q.  In  speaking  of  what  you  call  the  reorganized  Philadelphia  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  you  spoke  of  many  members  having  attached  themselves 
to  it,  who  had  formerly  been  members  of  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting,  from  which  you  had  detached  yourselves;  were  any  of  these 
persons  from  any  of  the  other  Monthly  Meetings  of  Philadelphia,  besides 
Green  street 

A.  O  yes,  a  large  number.  It  was  estimated  that  the  members  of  the 
Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  reorganized,  who  had  belonged  to  what 
is  denominated  the  Orthodox  Quarterly  Meeting,  were  within  a  few 
hundreds  of  being  equal,  or  are,  as  I  understand,  within  a  few  hundreds 
of  being  equal  to  those  who  remain  in  the  four  Monthly  Meetings,  ex- 
clusive of  Green  street.  But  then,  I  suppose,  by  their  showing,  countug 
our  children,  whom  they  have  not  yet  attempted  to  stigmatize  with  theb 
spurious  disownments,  they  would  show  a  majority  of  members— of 
numbers,  I  ahotUd  say,  as  they  stood,  previous  to  the  reorganization  of 
Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting.  It  is  a  matter  I  have  not  much  studied, 
the  comparative  numbers,  and  I  don't  recollect  perfectly;  but  with  a  con- 
siderable number  who  remain  with  them,  and  who  appear  to  feel  an  at- 
tachment to  us,  as  I  am  informed,  they  may  have  a  majority  of  perhaps 
two  hundred  and  seventy.  I  don't  profess  to  be  accurate,  it  is  a  matter 
that  I  have  not  paid  much  attention  to. 

Q.  After  Green  street  had  dissolved  its  connexion  with  the  Philadel- 
phia Quarter,  and  before  the  reorganization  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting 
of  which  you  speak,  were  there  a  number  of  persons  who  had  been 
members  of  the  northern  district  or  other  Monthly  Meetings  in  the  citfi 
who  became  members  of  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  Yes,  there  were. 
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Q.  Did  they  produce  to  the  Green  street  Meeting  certificates  of  their 
right  of  membership  from  the  respective  Monthly  Meetings? 

A.  No,  not  from  those  Orthodox  Monthly  Meetings.  Friends  of 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  felt  for  them,  in  their  tribulations,  and 
received  them  on  their  own  applications,  and  thus  sheltered  them  from 
a  stigma,  that  if  they  felt  like  myself  under  such  a  prospect,  it  would 
have  been  almost  as  terrible  as  death!  Nay,  more  so — that  of  being 
disoumed  by  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,  in  whose  society  our  edifi- 
cation, and  the  enjoyment  of  christian  fellowship,  and  the  administra- 
tion of  its  salutary  discipline,  and  the  general  love  and  unity  that  con- 
soled our  feelings;— ^our  happiness  largely  consisted  in  our  -thus  being 
associated  together.  And  we  were  therefore  willing  to  embrace  them, 
under  the  circumstances,  as  I  suppose  any  of  you  would,  as  fugitives 
from  the  devastation  and  ruin  of  their  oiv^n  country  and  houses. 

Q.  Did  these  persons  remove  within  the  limits  assigned  to  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting  before  their  application  to  become  members  of 
it,  or  afterwards? 

A.  That  was  not  the  particular  circumstance  of  inquiry:  the  object 
was,  brotherly  kindness  towards  them;  to  shelter  them  in  a  storm  of  re- 
ligious persecution,  which  had  assailed  them,  under  the  influence  of 
those  leading  characters  among  the  Orthodox  in  the  several  Monthly 
Meetings. 

Q.  Will  the  witness  be  good  eilough  to  state,  under  what  rule  of  the 
discipline  of  the  society.  Green  street  Meeting  acted,  in  receiving  such 
persons  into  membership  ? 

A.  As  I  have  detailed  before,  tnany  acts  of  violence  of  the  discipline 
on  the  part  of  the  party  in  those  meetings,  who  had  given  many  evi- 
dences of  their  disregard  of  the  discipline;  they  had  broken  the  com- 
pact. We  received  them,  I  say,  as  Friends,  grievously  afRicted,  into 
our  communion;  into  our  society  or  meeting — as  Abington  Quarter 
had  received  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  as  a  component  part  of  that 
Quarter,  while  it  stood  a  member  as  a  Quarter  of  the  Yearly  Meeting, 
from  its  organization  as  a  Quarter,  down  to  that  time. 

Q.  Was  not  the  reception  of  them,  without  certificates,  a  direct  vio- 
latum  of  the  discipline  and  usages  of  the  society? 

A.  It  would  have  been,  if  those  meetings  had  acted  under  the  disci- 
pline, and  according  to  the  order  of  society:  but  as  a  dominant  party  in 
those  meetings  had  seceded,  trampled  on  the  discipline,  disregarded  the 
rights  of  its  members ;  as,  for  instance,  I  vws  at  Pine  street  Monthly 
Meeting  when  a  person  stated,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  that  the 
clerk  was  absent,»--<the  clerk  of  some  department  in  the  meeting,)  that 
he  would  act  as  clerk,  and  went  on;  arraigned  an  individual  as  a  delin- 
quent, to  bring  his  case  before  the  Monthly  Meeting;  and  when  the  case 
was  introduced,  there  was  found  to  be  Jonathan  Evans,  and  I  think,  his 
sons,  some  of  them,  however;  in  all  that  were  in  favour  of  the  arraign- 
ment, of  the  individual,  I  think  there  were  eleven  in  number,  according 
to  my  information,  and  thirteen  in  opposition  to  it.  That  party  finding 
that  they  were  very  generally  outnumbered  in  their  harsh  measures, 
have  made  very  wonderful  outcry  against  deciding  by  majorities^  and 
that's  true  enough  ;  but  the  order  of  society,  the  usage,  the  practice  of 
society  has  been  to  conduct  the  business  by  a  unUys  that  is,  if  it  should 
even  happen  that  there  was  a  majority  in  the  meeting,  while  a  subject 
or  proposition  was  before  Vhe  meeting  the  case  was  argued,  and  if 
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Friends,  who  might  have  been  a  majority  against  the  case,  become  u- 
tisfied  with  the  proposition,  or  expressed  their  submission  to  what  wis 
proposed,  as  perhaps  the  best  that  could  be  done  in  the  case,  the  UMty 
was  not  interrupted,  the  harmony  was  not  broken ;  but  it  never  was  the 
practice  of'  the  society,  to  my  knowledge,  until  Orthodox  intolerance 
assumed,  and  would  have  the  pre-eminence,  to  carry  measures  in  oppo- 
sition  to  the  voice  of  a  majority  expressed,  and  no  acquiescence  in  the 
measure  proposed. 

Q.  Am  I  then  to  understand  the  witness,  that  Green  street  Meetbi; 
did  not4)rofess  to  act  under  the  discipline;  but  that  the  members hdd 
themselves  justifiable,  under  the  circumstances,  in  receiving  the  appli- 
cants, in  consequence  of  their  apprehension,  that  the  meetings  iron 
which  they  came  had  violated  the  discipline? 

A.  Why,  if  I  speak  for  myself*  the  case  I  have  cited  is  not  a  mere 
matter  of  apprehension;  I  thought  that  there  was  .but  little  regard  paid 
to  the  discipline  by  the  party  that  were  a  minority,  as  I  stated,  acting  0 
they  did. 

[noon.] 

Q.  My  question  was  designed  to  ascertain  upon  what  principle  Green 
street  meeting  acted  in  receiving  them,  find  you  may  therefore  conisider 
me  as  having  used  the  term  eanvidianf  instead  of  apprehension,  in  my 
last  question  ? 

A.  On  the  principle  that  was  stated  in  one  of  my  answers  given  this 
morning,  of  a  people  being  in  distress,  say,  their  country  despoiled, 
their  habitations  burned,  and  their  premises  or  country  invested  by  ad- 
versaries. They  sought  an  asylum  with  us,  which  we  cheerfully  grant- 
ed them ;  took  them  as  members  of  the  religious  Society  of  FneBd% 
which  was  engaged  scrupulously  to  administer  the  discipline  as  we  un- 
derstood it,  in  the  spirit  of  the  discipline.  Those  persons  b^ing  depriv- 
ed of  their  rights  as  members,  by  the  arbitrary  proceedings  of  their 
Orthodox  oppressors,  we  received  them,  and  the  Yearly  Meeting  reor- 
ganized,  consisting  of  the  great  body  of  the  religious  Society  of  FriendSi 
which  is  ascertained  to  consist  of  upwards  q{  eighteen  thmuand  memfen, 
and  the  opposition,  or  the  Orthodox,  to  something  like  eeven  thouemid. 
The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  sanctioned  the  proceedings  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings  in  thus  acting  according  to  the  dictates  of  humanitj, 
brotherly  kindness,  and  as  the  nature  of  the  case  required  in  such  an 
exigency.  That  Yearly  Meeting,  whose  proceedings  were  conducted 
with  great  unanimity^  declared  in  an  ofBcial  document,  I  think,  which 
was  published,  and  recommended  down  to  its  members,  which  isoneof 
the  most  solemn  acts  of  a  Yearly  Meeting,  that  those  disownments  and 
laying  down  of  meetings,  should  not  be  regarded  by  the  religious  So* 
ciety  oT  Friends;  who,  the  Orthodox,  as  I  before  have  stated,  were  not 
governed  by  the  discipline,  but  by  arbitrary  power,  in  opposition  to 
those  who  were  endeavouring  to  support  the  discipline  to  the  best  of 
their  understanding  and  ability.  Excepting  in  that  case,  that  extnKMr- 
dinary  emergency  of  those  Friends  in  distress;  these  they  did  receive 
as  members,  though  not  exactly  in  conformity  with  the  discipline,  but 
as  the  best  that  could  be  done  in  the  case. 

Q.  It  was  the  emergency  then,  and  not  the  discipline,  which  author- 
ized them  to  receive  tKe  applicants? 

A.  It  was.    Because  the  discipline  was  disregarded,  where  their  rights 


IR  le^itiimtely  vesled;  and  themselves  proscribed  by  various  meaits. 
nrrilouB  pamphlets,  defaming  the  cliaracier  of  Friends,  were  most  in- 
atriously  diffused,  and  spread,  as  I  have  understood,  all  over  the  coun- 
r.  One,  a  very  favourite  one  among  them,  as  it  was  a  big  book  of 
7  pages,  perhaps,  of  which  I  expect  Edward  Betlle  could  give  a  very 
od  account  how  it  came  into  existence,  and  his  father  too;  as  well  as 
lumber  of  fine  talented  young  men,  Thomas  Evans  among  the  rest, 
d  whose  talents  J  have  most  sincerely  regretted,  were  engaged  in  that 
I/.  This  I  say,  as  it  was  a  big  book,  no  doubt  they  calculated  would 
I  wonders  for  them,  as  there  was  a  deal  of  defamation  and  slander  in  it, 
Ihink,  Although  I  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  about  it,  I  don't 
'  ik  1  ever  beard  of  one  individual  that  laboured  through  it.  Another 
I  quite  remarkable;  as  we  have  heard  much  about "  personal  invective" 
e,  at  this  table,  that  was,  1  think,  remarkable  in  that  way.  A  num- 
of  Friends  are  named  in  it,  evidently  with  a  design  to  their  dispa- 
^ement,  and  on  false  grounds,  inasmuch,  that  I  was  induced  to  call  it 
Xoam'  Lying  Pamphlet;"  and  I  believe,  it  was  not  unfrequently  called 
'  that  name.  These  means  being  used  to  a  very  great  extent,  putting 
em  in  market  carts  to  have  the  country  inundated  nilh  them  in  one 
ly  or  another,  as  I  have  understood;  their  project  of  producing  a  revo- 
tlon  in  society,  of  which  I  have  before  spoken,  went  on  progressively, 
itil  Friends  found  that  there  was  a  danger  of  scattering  in  society; 
en,  every  man  to  his  own  house!  and  while  1  have  my  senses,  1  never  shall 
rget  the  awful  feelings  that  pervaded  my  mind.  Death  would  have 
CD  a  relief  to  me.  I  never  was  afraid  of  death,  since  1  submitted  to 
le  power  of  the  gospel  of  Christ  my  Saviour. 

Q.  Will  you  state  what  rule  of  discipline  it  is,  which  authorizes  one 
nthly  Meeting  to  decide  that  another  Monthly  Meeting  has  so  far 
larted  from  (he  discipline,  as  to  justify  a  reception  of  its  members 
hout  certificate? 
,A.  The  force  of  conviction ;  having  competent  evidence,  that  it  is  the 
■I  thing  that  can  be  done,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case.     As 
t  instance,  a  Frenchman,  who  had  travelled  with  worthy  Friends  in 
■rope,(I  mean  John  Marselac,)  was  admitted  by  the  Society  of  Friends 
.  this  country,  in  Philadelphia,  to  the  participation  of  the  rights  of  a 
nnber,  and  was  admitted  into  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  eldera,  I 
iuk,  without  a  formal  certificate  by  any  Monthly  Meeting. 
Q.  Had  he  ever  been  a  member  before? 

A.  I  believe  he  was  considered  as  a  member  then;  not  received  by 
riende  in  Philadelphia,  in  the  usual  way  of  receiving  convinced  per- 

tQ,  Does  the  discipline  authorize  in  any  case  one  Monthly  Meeting  to 
t  injudgment  upon  the  acts  of  another  Monthly  Meeting? 
A>  1  think  Monthly  Meetings  are  accountable  to  their  respective 
Hrt«r)y  Meetings  by  the  discipline;  when  their  Quarterly  Meetings 
ilU  become  dissatisfied  with  the  proceedings  of  a  Monthly  Meeting. 
Wyare  readily  to  render  an  accounl,or  cheerfully,  of  their  proceedings. 
hvie  no  recollection  nor  no  i<lea  of  one  Monthly  Meeting,  judging  of 
le  acta  of  anotherj  and  approving  or  disapproving,  owning  and  disown- 
ig  their  acts,  while  the  society  remains  in  unity  under  the  operation  of 
wt  discipline,  and  a(t  in  fellowship  and  harmony.  1 

Q.  The  question  again  then  recurs,  do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that    ^  J 
I  consequence  of  there  being  no  provisions  in  the  discipline  adapted  to       ] 
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that  case,  the  members  of  Green  street  meeting  felt  themselves  jastified 
in  siciing  under  conviction^  as  you  have  stated^  and  without  the  discipline, 
in  receiving  these  persons  into  membership? 

A.  Yes.  Having  witnessed,  experienced  themselves  proscribed,  de- 
nied their  rights  while  associated  with  the  active  members  of  the  other 
four  Monthly  Meetings,  especially  in  a  Quarterly  Meeting  capacity,  and 
finally  in  a  Yearly  Meeting  capacity;  the  same  intolerant  and  arbitrary 
proceedings,  forced  upon  these  meetings,  by  the  active  leading  charac- 
ters  among  them  that  called  themselves  Orthodox.  As  reasonable  men, 
religiously  concerned  for  the  welfare  of  society,  thus  engaged  to  act,  to 
keep  them  from  being  dispersed,  and  disgusted  with  those  religioos 
meetings  as  they  were  wont  to  find  them,  and  experience  them  previou 
to  this  unrighteous  domination,  that  would  have  the  ascendency ;  that 
would  rule  or  rend  the  society. 

Q.  Had  these  applicants  for  the  right  of  membership  in  Green  street 
meeting,  all  been  disowned  by  their  respective  Monthly  Meetings,  when 
their  application  was  made  to,  and  received  by,  the  Green  street  meet- 
ing? 

A.  No.  They  were  generally  such  as  fied  from  Orthodox  intolerance, 
to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  who  were  acting,  I  think,  in  all  other 
respects  in  strict  conformity  with  the  discipline,  for  the  comfort  and 
edification  of  the  body,  in  love. 

Q.  Of  what  rights  had  they  then  been  deprived  by  their  own  Monthly 
Meetings? 

A.  That  great  inestimable  rights  without  which  life  itself  would  be  a 
burden,  the  right  of  private  judgment  was  denied  them;  so  far,  that  if 
they  thought  well  of  Elias  Hicks,  it  was  a  sufficient  pretext  for  proscrip^ 
tion  in  the  estimation  of  their  oppressors.  As  in  the  case  of  Henry 
M.  Zollickofier,  that  I  have  l>efore  spoken  of,  when  his  friends  would 
have  him  reappointed  as  an  overseer  of  Pine  street  Monthly  Meeting, 
Jonathan  Evans  was  said  to  have  charged  him  with  being  tiiuotmd^ 
and  unfit  consequently  for  the  station,  as  I  have  before  stated. 

Q.  Was  it  for  their  opinions  of  Elias  Hicks  as  a  man,  or  the  advoca* 
cy  of  the  doctrines  and  principles  taught  by  him  in  his  ministry,  that 
complaint  was  made? 

A.  I  speak  of  the  simple  fact,  as  I  understand  it ;  and  I  do  not  intend, 
designedly,  to  enter  upon  any  doctrinal  disquisitions  in  my  examination, 
because  I  think  it  is  not  the  business  of  any  temporal  court,  to  examine 
people  about  doctrinal  matters.  ■ 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  for  doctrinal  disquisitions;  I  ask  you  whether 
the  restraint  upon  private  judgment,  of  which  you  speak,  related  to  their 
opinions  of  Elias  Hicks  himself,  or  to  the  doctrines  publicly  taught  by 
him? 

A.  For  the  reasons  just  given,  I  decline  answering. 

Q.  In  speaking  of  the  reasons  which  induced  the  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting  to  dissolve  its  connexion  with  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
^°gr>  you  stated,  among  other  things,  that  the  ''  Quarterly  Meeting  bad 
broken  down  the  hedge."  What  am  I  to  understand  you  as  meaning  by 
that  term? 

A.  By  violating  the  discipline,  in  acting  upon  a  charge  or  arraignment 
by  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  for 
discharging  Leonard  Snowdon  from  further  service  as  an  elder,  having 
disqualified  himself.     That  is  what  I  meant. 
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Q.  Is  the  discipline  a  liedgt  which  encompasses  the  whole  society,  and 
to  which  its  meetings,  as  well  as  its  members,  must  submit,  and  be 
governed  by? 

A.  It  is  a  hedge  about  the  society,  when  acting  in  **  unity  of  the  spirit 
in  the  bond  of  peace,"  and  has  preserred  it  in  a  remarkable  degree,  n*om 
the  early  establishment  of  the  society,  down  to  the  period  that  has  been 
under  review. 

Q.  Is  there  any  other  body  in  the  society  which  has  the  power  to  an- 
nul, or  in  any  way  alter,  the  provisions  of  that  discipline,  except  the 
Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  None — and  for  that  reason  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  having 
violated  the  discipline,  and  persisting  in  that  violation;  having  denied 
the  common  privileges,  the  common  rights  of  the  society  by  those  arbi- 
trary acts,  absolved,  as  every  reasonable  man  must  conclude,  I  think, 
Green  street  from  any  obligation  to  continue  with  them-- for  every  ar- 
bitrary violation  of  the  discipline,  forced  upon  the  members  of  society, 
*  is,  in  effect,  making  discipline. 

Q.  By  the  discipline,  is  a  Quarterly  Meeting  accountable  to  any  other 
authority  than  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  All  the  power  of  the  society  naturally  and  really  does  exist  in  the 
individual  members  of  the  society;  and  if  these  should  agree  among 
themselves  that  a  Quarterly^  Meeting  is  under  a  wrong  influence,  destruc- 
tive to  the  peace  and  harmony  of  society,  frustrating  the  ends  of  its  in- 
stitution, these  agreeing  in  their  Monthly  Meeting  that  such  was  the 
case,  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  say  for  instance,  being  governed  by  a 
faction,  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  must  have  a  natural  right  to  carry 
its  complaint  to  the  Yearly  Meeting.  If  when  it  comes  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  it  finds  that  body  disorganized  by  the  same  faction,  and  dis- 
qualified, acknowledged  so  by  its  active  members,  for  entering  into  the 
consideration  of  matters  brought  up  to  it  from  the  subordinate  meetings 
in  the  society,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of  every  rightly  concerned  mem- 
ber of  society,  to  take  reasonable  means,  such  as  shall  be  the  result  of 
the  power  of  convkiion  of  the  idbuence  of  the  spirit  of  Christ,  or  the 
truth  operating  upon  them,  to  resolve  themselves  (if  they  should  be  as 
that  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827  was)  into  a  meeting  for  conference,  and 
there  deliberate,  and  ascertain  to  the  best  of  their  understandings,  what 
is  the  will  of  the  adorable  head  of  the  church  in  such  an  extremity. 

Q.  If  the  Yearly  Meeting  should  decide  that  the  faction  was  in  the 
Monthly,  and  not  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  would  the  Monthly  Meeting 
be  bound  to  submit  to  its  decision  by  the  discipline? 

A.  If  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  in  unity,  all  but  that  Monthly  Meeting, 
then  of  course  the  discipline  would  be  binding  upon  that  Monthly  Meet- 
ing; but  if  it  should  be  found,  as  it  has  been  found  in  the  case  of  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  that  upwards  of  eighteen  thousand  Friends 
were  united  with  that  Monthly  Meeting,  against  about  seven  thousand 
Orthodox,  then  the  Monthly  Meeting  being  sustained  by  the  component 
parts  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  it  is,  and  I  think,  must  be  concluded  by 
every  reasonable  man,  a  legitimate  branch  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,  and  their  opponents  must  inevitably,  however  odious 
the  term  may  be  to  them,  be  separatists  from  the  society— and  all  their 
arts,  their  caucusses,  their  scurrilous  pamphlets,  the  declarations  by 
Yearly  Meetings,  purporting  to  be  such,  cannot,  in  my  apprehension 
or  belief,  cannot  avoid  the  designation  which  the  term  imports. 
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Q.  In  speaking  of  the  violent  measures  pursued  by  those  whom  ytA 
call  Orthodox,  you  spoke  of  William  Stevenson  having  been  told  to 
**  sit  down. "    Had  not  William  Stevenson,  when  the  clerk  read  a  minDta    I 
relative  to  a  visit  of  George  Jones,  and  Ann  his  wife,  in  the  character   | 
of  ministers  of  the  society,  publicly  declared  in  the  meeting,  that  they    i 
had  no  evidence  that  Ann  Jones  was  the  wife  of  George  Jones;  and  wh 
it  not  for  this  outrage  upon  the  feelings  of  the  meeting,  that  he  was  told 
to  sit  down? 

A.  When  the  clerk  of  that  meeting  made  a  record  of  George  isl 
Ann  Jones  being  there  in  that  character,  instead  of  reciting,  I  think  was   .| 
the  circumstance,  the  precise  language  of  the  certificate,  remarked,  ul 
think  I  understood,  in  that  departure  from  the  usual  form,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  in  the  certificate  to  that  amount— 4iot  that  he  doubted  any    ' 
such  thin g"— but  it  was  his  way.    I  take  it,  or  understood  it,  of  notidsg 
that  unusual  course,fand  meant  no  stigma  upon  George  or  'Ann  Jone^- 
but  that  was  not  the  only  case  in  which  William  Stevenson  was  told  Is 
sit  down.     I  think  I  noticed  Joseph  Sansom  one  day  with  his  cane  in  his* 
hand,  and  in  an  unhandsome  manner,  while  William  was  expresnsg 
himself  on  the  subject  matter,  I  don't  know  what  it  was,  before  the 
meeting,  he  was  told  to  **  sit  down"  several  times. 

Q.  Was  not  the  certificate  for  **  George  Jones  and  Ann  his  wifei*^ 
and  the  minute  made  by  the  clerk,  in  accordance  with  it? 

A.  I  can't  remember;  but  I  think  it  was  for  "  George  and  Ann  JoneSi*  j 
or  else  there  would  have  been  no  point  in  William  Stevenson's  obseiTft*"  * 
tions;  for  certainly  he  never  meant  to  stigmatize  her,  as  was  attenqpAsd 
to  be  inferred. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Wednesday  morning,  November  34,  1830,  at  10  o'clock.  Cross-a* 
amination  of  Abraham  Lower  continued.  •  Present  as  before,  except 
Mr.  Sloan. 

Question  by  Mr.  Broum^  on  the  part  of  Hendrickson.  Tou  have  stat- 
ed that  the  most  prominent  cause  Of  the  separation  spoken  of,  was  die 
public  disrespect  or  opposition  manifested  by  the  members  of  the  Pine 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jonathan  EvsM 
in  closing  the^  men's  meeting,  whilst  Elias  Hicks  was  engaged  in  the 
women's  meeting.  How  did  Jonathan  Evans  exercise  that  agency  nd 
influence,  and  what  was  its  character? 

Answer.  I  was  not  there.  What  knowledge  I  have  of  it,  is  derived 
from  common  report:  but  one  thing  I  am  persuaded  of,  from  my  owi 
observation,  that  in  getting  up  or  promoting  such  measures  of  an  odiou 
character,  he  was  generally  cunning  enough  to  work  by  agents;  asd 
in  this  instance,  I  think  I  understood  that  Benjamin  Kite,  a  member  flf 
another  Monthly  Meeting,  was  there,  and  acted  in  that  case,  whom  I 
should  have  supposed,  and  do  suppose,  would  not  have  dared  to  haft 
acted  contrary  to  what  would  have  been  agreeable  to  Jonathan  Evasii 
and  the  party  generally,  or  that  portion  of  them  in  that  meeting,  who^ 
with  the  activity  of  his  sons,  were  enabled  against  a  larger  numlwr  thsa 
was  arrayed  on  their  side,  to  carry  their  measures ;  having  the  clerk 
with  them  and  under  their  control,  as  they  were  mostly  provided  wilh 
tkat  advantage,  and  which  was  a  great  engine  of  oppression. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  Benjamin  Kite  was  the  persoB 
who  closed  the  Monthly  Meeting  upon  that  occasion? 
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A.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  so,  and  I  think  I  did  not. 
Q.  Had  not  that  Monthly  Meeting  finished  its  business,  before  it  was 
so  closed? 

A.  I  say  again,  I  was  not  there.     I  think  it  probable  that  they  had 
closed  their  business,  and  notwithstanding,  it  was  deemed  exceedingly 
indecorous  and  disrespectful  to  the  individual,  to  be  thus  treated:  and 
so  Samuel  Bettle  must  have  considered  it,  when  he  told  me  of  his  hav- 
ing remonstrated  with  Jonathan  Evans  On  account  of  his  conduct  on 
that  occasion ;  and  that  his  son,  Jonathan  Evans's  son,  was  treated  with 
disrespect  on  account  of  his,  Jonathan's,  conduct   on   that  occasion. 
There  was  an  apprehension,  and  has  been,  and  now  is,  in  the  minds  of 
a  number  of  persons,  that  Jonathan  Evans  was  exceedingly  chagrined 
at,  or  on  account  of,  the  services  or  ministry  of  Elias  Uicks  on  that  oc- 
casion.    That  as  Elias  Uicks  was,  and  remained  to  be,  to  the  close  of 
his  useful  life,  one  of  the  most  powerful  advocates  for  the  rights  of  hu- 
manity in  vindicating  the  cause  of  the  poor,  deeply  afHictcd,  and  sufPer- 
4ng  children  of  Africa  and  their  descendants,  especially  in  this  country; 
I  understood  he  was  so  engaged  at  that  meeting.    He  came  over  the 
circumstance,  if  I  have  been  rightly  informed,  of  some  of  the  advocates 
among  the  elder  rank,  having  failed  to  maintain  or  to  continue  in  the 
maintenance  of  a  testimony  against  the  use  of  the  produce  of  the  labour 
of  slaves ;  aild  which  he,  I  apprehend,  as  he  was  accustomed  to  do,  went 
on  to  show  that  the  consumer  of  such  produce  was  as  bad  as  the  slave 
holder;  that  as  Jonathan  Evans  had  borne  a  faithful  testimony  against 
the  use  of  such  produce  in  common  with  his,  then,  or  just  previously 
Friend  and  coadjutor  in  that  righteous  cause,  and  had  then  abandoned 
that  testimony  which  he  had  borne,  as  he,  Jonathan  Evans,  had  told  me 
himself  for  twenty-two  years;  finding,  what  must  have  been  exceeding- 
ly mortifying  to  a  man  of  his  great  pretensions  to  distinction,  to  find 
by  the  clear  and  cogent  reasoning  and  illustrations  of  Elias  Hicks,  that 
there  was  a  man  who  stood  above  him!  A  greater  man  than  himself  f — And 
this  too,  if  what  I  have  heard  one  of  his  children  should  say,  drawing  a 
comparison  between  him,  Jonathan,  and  Elias  Hicks,  *' does  thee  think 
that  Elias  Hicks  is  a  greater  man  than  my  father? "*-«But  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, I  have  every  reason  to  be  satisfied  in  my  own  mind,  that 
hence  arose  an  envious  disposition,  and  which  led  his  fertile  genius  to 
make  use  of  such  agents  in  promoting  those  feelings  under  plausible 
pretences,  to  decry  and  by  any  means  of  that  nature,  the  reputation  and 
dignified  standing  of  that  servant  of  God,  and  most  excellent  minister  of 
the  gospel  of  Christ.     But  then,  as  it  would  ruin  any  man's  cause  in 
such  circumstances  to  come  out  openly,  so  I  think  he  would  of  course 
have  too  much  sagacity  to  do  so,  and  thus  render  himself  vulnerable 
and  odious  in  the  sight  of  honest  men. 

Q.  You  have  said  that  you  did  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  saying, 
that  Benjamin  Kite  was  the  person  who  closed  the  Monthly  Meeting 
upon  the  occasion  alluded  to,*---<lid  you  mean  to  say  that  Benjamin  Kite 
"was  the  person  from  whom  the  proposition  came  to  adjourn  that  meet- 
ing? 

A.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  so:  though  it  might  have  been  so,  for  aught 
I  know,  not  being  there;  but  I  can  conceive  that  would  have  been  easily 
possible  if  it  had  been  so;  if  Benjamin  Kile  should  have  sat  just  before 
Jonathan  Evans,  for  Jonathan  in  a  low  tone  of  voice  to  have  suggested 
the  idea,  so  that  Benjamin  might  have  heard  it.  For  I  think  he  would 
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nut  have  ilarcil  lu  liave  made  such  a  propusitiun  without  some  intima- 
tion from  that  (piartcr,  leadinjr  to  that  point.  ' 

Q.  Could  Jonathan  Evans  have  closed  the  meeting  himself,  unless 
the  other  members  had  consented  to  it? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  he  could  have  done  then,  but  I  remember  a 
circumstance  that  I  heard  occurred  some  time  afterwards ;  that  while 
he  was  fjoing  on —  ' 

Mr.  Brown.  If  the  witness  will  indulge  mc  one  minute, — heamj  ' 
testimony,  when  given  under  that  character,  is  not  admissible  ia  this  { 
examinatLon,  and  I  must  object  to  hearsay  testimony;  but  whaterer  rnajr  j 
be  given  as  matter  of  common  reputation,  may  be  related.  \ 

Witness.  It  was  a  matter  of  this  description  that  I  am  about  toil-  ^ 
lude  to.     It  was  a  notorious  circumstance. 

Counsel.  The  reason  why  the  name  of  Jonathan  Evans  was  usedia  ■ 
my  question,  is,  because  the  witness  had  used  his  name  as  connected 
with  a  prominent  cause  of  the  separation  in  the  society.  The  real  ob- 
ject of  my  question  is,  whether,  according  to  the  discipline  and  usages 
of  the  society,  an  individual  member  could  close  or  adjourn  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  without  the  assent  of.the  other  members  ? 

Witness.  The  circumstance  I  was  going  to  mention  is  this— While 
Jonathan  Evans  was  making  a  speech  near  the  close  of  a  meeting)  that 
those  present  generally  rose  and  left  the  meeting  while  he  was  thus  en- 
gaged; but  the  breaking  up  of  meetings  of  discipline  is  by  common  coih  | 
sent  after  the  clerk  has  read  the  minutes,  or  if  it  is  stated  that  there  is'^ 
no  further  business,  or  a  practice  obtains  in  some  places  of  a  clerk  rcadr  \ 
ing  a  short  minute,  stating  that  the  meeting  concluded.     When  I  sajhy 
common  consent,  if  there  is  nothing  appears  proper  to  engage  the  a^ 
tention  of  the  meeting;  no  intimation  of  that  kind,  as  in  cases  of  mee^ 
ings  for  worship,  the  ministers  and  elders,  if  there  are  such  presenti 
mostly  give  each  other  the  right  hand  of  fellowship;  shaking  handii 
and  the  meeting  then  generally  disperses. 

Q.  Is  there  any  obligation  under  the  discipline  for  a  meeting  to  con- 
tinue  in  session  after  the  business  is  finished,  merely  because  a  persoa 
happened  to  be  in  the  women's  meeting;  and  has  not  a  Monthly  Meet- 
ing a  right  to  adjourn  whenever  it  thinks  proper  ? 

A.  I  know  of  no  such  obligation  in  the  discipline— and  a  Monthly 
Meeting  may  adjourn  whenever  it  can  unite  to  do  so.  But,  as  before 
stated,  it  appeared  by  Samuel  Bettle's  remonstrances  with  Jonathtn 
Evans,  on  that  occasion,  that  it  had  given  offence,  no  doubt,  grounded  ' 
on  the  consideration  of  its  being  uncourteous,  indecorous,  and  as  a  slight 
upon  Elias  Hicks. 

Q.  Has  it  not  several  times  happened,  that  the  men's  Yearly  Meetisg 
of  Philadelphia  has  broken  up,  while  a  minister  from  it  was  in  the 
women's  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  think  such  cases  have  occurred. 

Q.  Is  it  not  extraordinary  and  unusual,  that  the  circumstance  of  ft 
Monthly  Meeting  closing  its  session  after  it  had  finished  its  businesii 
and  while  Elias  Hicks  was  engaged  in  the  women's  meeting,  should  give 
such  concern,  uneasiness,  and  dissatisfaction  to  a  large  part  of  the  so- 
ciety, extending  even  to  Ohio,  as  to  form  the  most  prominent  cauie  of 
the  separation  in  the  society,  as  staled  in  your  examination  in  chieH 

A.  I  say  that  as  Samuel  Bettle  is  a  very  great  disciplinarian,  a  very 
intelligent  man,  of  close  and  keen  observation;  a  man  of  general  illfo^ 
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mation,  with  rej^ard  to  the  customs  and  order  of  society,  that  it  was  evi- 
dent to  me,  in  the  account  he  jjavc  of  his  remonstrating  with  Jonathan 
Evans  oti  that  account,  that  he  did  not  think  it  was  an  extraordinary 
circumstance  to  be  oflcnded  at,  by  the  society  generally,  and  I  am  of  the 
same  opinion.  And  as  respects  his  (Jonathan  Evans's)  son*s  being 
treated  with  disrespect  in  Ohio,  as  I  said  before,  or  wished  to  have  said, 
if  I  did  not— •!  don't  know  where  it  was  he  was  treated  with  disrespect; 
Samuel  Bettle's  words  were,  I  think,  '*  his  son,"  or  "  thy  son,"  was 
treated  with  disrespect  when  abroad,  on  that  account,  referring,  as  I 
understood,  to  his,  Jonathan's,  agency  and  influence,  in  breaking  up  the 
meeting  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  conference  of  several  Friends,  of  whom  you 
were  one,  at  the  close  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  about  Eighth  or 
Ninth-month,  18*22.  Was  there  any  other  cause  of  uneasiness  with  Elias 
Hicks  alleged  in  that  conference,  than  the  unsound  doctrines  he  was  said 
to  promulgate? 

A.  There  was,  as  I  before  stated,  a  charge,  or  something  in  the  form 
of  accusation,  against  Elias  Hicks,  about  his  sending  some  books  to  a 
person  in  the  western  country,  from  which  I  endeavoured,  if  I  recollect 
right,  to  vindicate  him  from  any  blame  on  that  account. 

Q.  What  book  was  that  you  allude  to,  which  Elias  Hicks  was  alleged 
to  have  procured  to  send  to  the  westward? 

A.  I  understood  that  his  correspondent  desired  him  to  send  on  to 
him  a  work  called  The  Celestial  Magnet^  of  which  work  I  have  no— -not 
much  acquaintance,  and  when  I  saw  a  number  of  it,  I  had  no  disposi- 
tion to  cultivate  much  acquaintance  with  it.  And  yet  I  hold  with  the 
apostle  in  ^^udging,  proving  all  things"  that  are  lawful,  and  innocent 
so  to  prove,  and  hold  fast  that  which  is  good. 

Q.  Why  was  the  procuring  and  sending  that  book  to  the  westward  by 
Elias  Hicks  objected  to  upon  that  occasion? 

A.  As  Jonathan  Evans  did  not,  to  my  recollection  say,  I  suppose  you 
can  judge  as  well  as  myself. 

Q.  Was  no  reason  given  by  Jonathan  Evans  for  his  objecting  to  that 
book? 

A.  If  there  was,  I  don't  recollect  it. 

Q.  To  procure  a  book  and  send  it  to  a  friend  to  the  westward,  was 
certainly  no  offence,  ^standing  alone  and  unconnected  with  other  things 
-^but  I  understand  it  was  made  a  charge  against  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  That  was  the  nature  of  the  communication,  if  I  understood  it,  ut- 
tered on  the  occasion;  or  else  1  should  not  have  undertaken  to  state  the 
tircumstances,  as  I  before  related,  that  it  was  what  any  person  would  do 
for  his  correspondent,  or  what  any  bookseller  would  do. 

Counsel.  I  understood  the  witness  to  say,  that  the  procuring  and  send- 
ing that  book  to  the  westward  by  Elias  Hicks,  was  at  that  conference 
objected  as  an  offence  of  Elias  Hicks.  How  could  this  be,  unless  the 
contents  of  that  book  were  referred  to?  To  procure  and  send  a  book, 
innocent  in  its  nature,  by  one  person  to  another,  cannot  be  an  offence. 

A.  It  might  be  an  offence,  if  the  individual  preferring  the  charge  for 
so  doing,  against  an  individual  of  la  spotless  character,  it  might  traduce 
him,  if  the  work,  of  which  he  might  be  entirely  ignorant  of  the  contents, 
should  have  contained  sentiments  at  variance  with  the  accuser,  or  those 
who  were  then  to  judge  of  that  communication.  I  was  about  to  say,  that 
some  of  the  best  books,  I  suppose,  that  ever  have  been  written  by  the  mem- 
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hers  of  the  Society  of  J'riends  in  early  times,  were  deemed  as  damnable 
heresies,  subversive  of  the  christian  religion,  and  exposing  those  who 
entertained  their  authors,  or  read  their  works,  to  fine  and  imprisonment; 
that  on  the  account,  in  part,  of  their  circulatinjj  their  books,  and  preach- 
iTJg  the  doctrines  they  did  to  a  very  corrupt  race  of  professors  of  Chris- 
tianity, and  under  one  pretence  or  other  of  the  kinds  1  have  alluded  to, 
and  perhaps  others,  I  understand  that  there  were  as  many  perhaps  as 
fifteen  thousand  of  them  confined  in  prisons,  loathsome  dungeons,  in 
many  instances,  in  perhaps  about  thirty  years,  and  not  a  few  of  them 
died  in  prison,  for  their  testimony  to  the  truth, 

Q.  Did  not  Klias  Hicks  recommend  that  book,  and  speak  favourably 
of  its  author? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  his  having  done  so. 

Q.  What  are  the  religious  doctrines  inculcated  in  that  book,  so  far  as 
you  know? 

Mr.  Price.  I  object  to  the  question—the  book,  or  a  part  it,  being  an 
exhibit,  and  if  other  parts  of  it  are  wanted,  let  the  book  be  produced, 
as  the  best  evidence. 

Mr.  Brown.  We  are  entitled  nevertheless,  I  presume,  to  an  answer  from 
the  witness. 

Witness.  My  knowledge  of  that  book  is  very  limited  indeed—but  I 
conceive  its  nature  was  of  a  doctrinal  character;  and  if  so,  as  I  have  be- 
fore answered,  temporal  courts  have  nothing  to  do  with  them,  in  my 
apprehension. 

Q.  I  do  not  now  ask  you  what  are  your  religious  opinions,  or  what  are 
the  religious  opinions  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  but  simply  inquire 
what  are  the  religious  doctrines  contained  in  a  book  you  have  referred  to? 

A.  My  knowledge  of  that  book  is  so  limited,  that  I  cannot  pretend  to 
say. 

Counsel.  That's  enough,  I  admit.  Did  any  of  those  present,  I  mean 
at  the  conference  alluded  to,  express  any  personal  dislike  or  enmity  to 
Klias  Hicks? 

A.  I  refer  to  what  I  have  said  on  that  occasion. 

Counsel.  I  remind  the  witness  that  he  has  said  that  certain  things  did 
happen,  but  has  not  said  that  other  things  did  not  happen— and  I  want 
to  know  from  him,  whether  there  was  or  was  not  any  expression  of  per- 
sonal dislike  to  Elias  Hicks  on  that  occasion? 

A.  I  think  I  detailed  all  I  recollected  to  have  occurred  at  the  time  al- 
luded to,  on  my  examination,  excepting  possibly,  (which  my  memory 
does  not  fully  serve  me  now,)  that  there  was  something  said  about  in- 
tercepting or  meeting  Elias  Hicks,  by  some  person  or  persons  named, 
or  going  to  see  him  at  his  own  home  previous  to  his  leaving  it;  and  I 
now  refer  to  mv  answer  then. 

Mr.  Brown.  This  is  now  sufiicicnt;  I  have  no  disposition  to  persecutf 
the  witness,  but  he  had  said  that  certain  things  had  happened,  without 
saying  that  others  did  not  happen,  and  I  wished  to  know  from  him  whe- 
ther there  were  any  other  objections  than  those  which  he  had  stated;  b^ 
has  now  answered  it. 

Witness.   I  am  glad  to  lind  such  a  disposition  in  the  counsel. 

Counsel.  Did  they  profess  that  they  were  influenced  hy  ronrern  and 
uneasiness,  on  account  of  the  spreading  of  those  unsound  dot  trines  which 
Flias  Hicks  was  charged  with  preaching? 

\.   I  must  beg  »•»  refer  to  my  answer  a^  aforcs.tid 


Q.   I  must  be  allowed  ui;ain  to  riMiiark.  (h;it   I  ilo  i\n\   iiii(iiin-  nl   \\\v 
witness,   what  arc  his  rclii^ioiis  opinions,  <»r  thusi!  nl'  \\u-    Stinriy  ni 
Friends;  but  merely,  whether  those  persons  did  not  pnd'i's-.  ti»  in*  t  on 
cerned,  as  stated  in  the  (piestion. 

A.  I  understand,  that  1  am  now  cross-examined  on  my  examination  in 
chief,  and  if  I  had  that  read,  and  there  is  no  answer  to  tlie  (jnestion  iliere, 
or  that  I  can  know  specifically  what  i  did  say,  I  will  endeavour  to  }',ive. 
an  answer. 

[The  testimony  of  the  witness  on  his  exatnination  in  eliitf,  relatiu);  t»i 
the  conference  referred  to  in  the  (piestion,  antl  its  proe.eedin|;s,  was  nad 
to  the  witness;  when  he  further  answers,  |  there  was  of  course,  a  kiiirl  of 
semblance  of  concern  developed  by  the  persons  that  spokf*  on  tlit*.  oi  i  a 
sion.  But  whether  it  was  a  real  conci'rn  for  th**  welfan-  u\'  '.ocieiy,  I 
wont' speak  positively,  because  I  don't  know  what  is  in  men's  lirarts; 
but  judging  from  their  acts,  their  subsicputnt  a'  is,  whate.ver  concern 
might  have  been  manifested  on  that  occasion  by  th'*  accuser  and  wit 
ness,  I  have  reason  to  think  was  bottomed  on  envy. 

Q,  Was  not  Elias  Hicks  enj^aj^ed  at  that  time  in  a  visit  embra*  inj; 
Friends  in  several  parts  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meetiuf;,  aufj  was  Ik* 
not  expected  shortly  to  enter  on  a  visit  to  tin:  families  of  two  of  thr 
Monthly  Meetings  in  the  city  of  Philarlelphia.' 

A.  I  think  he  had  such  a  prospect  or  engaf^emfut  of  mind  at  that 
time:  and  obtained  a  certificate  of  the  uniiv  of  the  Monthlv  Mf-efinr  ''f 
Jericho,  of  which  he  was  a  member  then,  and  Iivr:d  and  died  a  ifiMob'-i 
of  it  in  unity,  and  Westbury  Quarter;  of  whicli  lie  remained  a  member  in 
nnity  until  his  deaih. 

Q.  You  have  said,  that  Joseph  Wlii?all  «itated  in  that  'onf»-rtn^e,  r.rr- 
tain  sentiments  which  he  had  iieard  KiiiiS  lli':k5  preach  in  public — wfre 
those  sentiments  the  same  which  havi!  r-/mcc  been  puMish'-d  by  your 
party  with  Joseph  Whitall's  name  to  them? 

A.  It  is  now  seven  or  eight  yearri,  or  more,  *.inc<:  that  converHa»ion 
took  place,  or  opportunity,  that  I  am  u'.-^Me  'o  \ay  what  he  'lid  h»:if 
him  say  in  public  ;  but  I  thi'jk  that  hec':.'xr;;ed  hWw  Jlickn  with  denvi'i;; 
the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  which  I  a'lrr. ;*••:'!,  if  'rue  of  him,  ut  wa^  iio 
christian.  And  so  I  suppose  v, o-I-i  h*:  ^r.^w*  red  by  ar.y  m&ri  '4.1  a  //»/m/w, 
but  when  I  complained  once  *o  J-A.:,  ''.oz  of  •h»;  c:i;>r:^e  •..  '..'.b  *t.".y  •<•- 
tered  against  us.  ^rr.-^^^  th^  r':^%  rriit  w#:  'leriied  •*.'-.  c'lv:.'.;*/  of  (.'.:;%% 
be  said,  ^  we  don*:  kr.ow  what  •.'riey  m'lar*  '^>  i*.** 
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Q.  You  have  ^tiV;*:  i'.  >'-::   ♦•::*::.  if:*  •;','.  .r.  '.;.>/.  •■i*  ."    *.'  co'.f*  • 
ence  to  whiih  vz^  ':.&•»*:  a. -':«:':.  '.."•;  •  '.%-  '.'.e\  ^   -■.  .-.  .*  -.*:  *o  I..  <: 

tnll  r»ti    iK "•*'■'■''  *      '  *      .'     *    »•••>•»■.'*•■  '<  •  ^  *    ^       ■    i  ■    .1 V  ^   »  »       •  •  • 

Sonof  Goi.ur.*     if-'  ".-.  -   •.    .•-'.".*.•    .:••.        •     .-        of       .  M'../ 

Ghost;"  ar.-i  ••••  5*   -  ^  ^'i*  -.,•-.*-'*:••  -'    «   r-.<'.  ,.....,      •,-, . 

that  ma*:'-  ^.  •.  • .      'i  .:  •-    «•--..    t'.  .*  *   .\  '    •  .  . .  •  t    '   « •  .  '    •  \ 
same  pov. *:    •-.*.£  ^-.  •  •■.  •   .      li.*.  .•       *  •  •;  ..'•«».  'o*  '■  ^  *•         -. •,• 
trines  tna*.  y„*   :*.    i*  r.   sx  ;;  •.«•.  ••*•'.       .-      '%'.*•.•..♦•  .-».••;< 
them? 

A.  I  •hire  I      -.         .-  '.  *         •■'..'•     .••.■•*'••.••'.•.•'.     .'•- 
seph  Wh.'.i  .•-•-.     \ 
that  cor.-.*-   i-  -. -     '.-  ' 
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Friends,  who  might  have  been  a  majority  against  the  case,  become  n- 
tisfied  with  the  proposition,  or  expressed  their  submission  to  what  was 
proposed,  as  perhaps  the  best  that  could  be  done  in  the  case,  the  uaitj 
was  not  interrupted,  the  harmony  was  not  broken ;  but  it  never  was  the 
practice  of  the  society,  to  my  knowledge,  until  Orthodox  intolerance 
assumed,  and  would  have  the  pre-eminence,  to  carry  measures  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  voice  of  a  majority  expressed,  and  no  acquiescence  in  the 
measure  proposed* 

Q.  Am  I  then  to  understand  the  witness,  that  Green  street  Meeting 
did  not  profess  to  act  under  the  discipline ;  but  that  the  members  hdd 
themselves  justifiable,  under  the  circumstances,  in  receiving  the  appli- 
cants, in  consequence  of  their  apprehension,  that  the  meetings  troa 
which  they  came  had  violated  the  discipline? 

A.  Why,  if  I  speak  for  myself^  the  case  I  have  cited  is  not  a  mot 
matter  of  apprehension;  I  thought  that  there  was  .but  little  regard  piid 
to  the  discipline  by  the  party  that  were  a  minority,  as  I  stated,  acting u 
they  did. 

[K00K.3 

Q.  My  question  was  designed  to  ascertain  upon  what  principle  Green 
street  meeting  acted  in  receiving  them,  and  you  may  therefore  consider 
me  as  having  used  the  term  eonvktiany  instead  of  apprehension^  in  mj 
last  question  ? 

A*  On  the  principle  that  was  stated  in  one  of  my  answers  given  this 
morning,  of  a  people  being  in  distress,  say,  their  country  despoiled, 
their  habitations  burned,  and  their  premises  or  country  invested  by  ad- 
versaries.   They  sought  an  asylum  with  us,  which  we  cheerfully  grant- 
ed them ;  took  them  as  members  of  the  religious  Society  of  Fnend% 
which  was  engaged  scrupulously  to  administer  the  discipline  as  we  un- 
derstood it,  in  the  spirit  of  the  discipline.     Those  persons  b^ing  depriv- 
ed of  their  rights  as  members,  by  the  arbitrary  proceedings  of  their 
Orthodox  oppressors,  we  received  them,  and  the  Yearly  Meeting  rsor* 
ganized,  consisting  of  the  great  body  of  the  religious  Society  of  Fnendii 
which  is  ascertained  to  consist  of  upwards  of  eighteen  thauiand  manberij 
and  the  opposition,  or  the  Orthodox,  to  something  like  seven  thoueanA 
The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  sanctioned  the  proceedings  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings  in  thus  acting  according  to  the  dictates  of  humaaitj, 
brotherly  kindness,  and  as  the  nature  of  the  case  required  in  such  so 
exigency.    That  Yearly  Meeting,  whose  proceedings  were  conducted 
with  great  unanimity^  declared  in  an  official  document,  I  think,  which 
was  published,  and  recommended  down  to  its  members,  which  is  one  of 
the  most  solemn  acts  of  a  Yearly  Meeting,  that  those  disownments  and 
laying  down  of  meetings,  should  not  be  regarded  by  the  religious  So* 
ciety  oT  Friends;  who,  the  Orthodox,  as  I  before  have  stated,  were  not 
governed  by  the  discipline,  but  by  arbitrary  power,  in  opposition  to 
those  who  were  endeavouring  to  support  the  discipline  to  the  best  of 
their  understanding  and  ability.     Excepting  in  that  case,  that  extracn^ 
dinary  emergency  of  those  Friends  in  distress ;  these  they  did  receive 
as  members,  though  not  exactly  in  conformity  with  the  discipline,  b«t 
as  the  best  that  could  be  done  in  the  case. 

Q.  It  was  the  emergency  then,'  and  not  the  discipline,  which  autbo^ 
iied  them  to  receive  the  applicants? 
,  A.  It  was.    Because  the  discipline  was  disregarded,  where  their  rights 
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Vere  legitimately  vcsinU  and  tliemaelvei  proscribed  by  various  tneani. 
BcBrrilous  pamphlets,  defaming  the  character  of  Friends,  were  most  in- 
Bbtrioualy  diffused,  and  spread,  as  I  have  understood,  all  over  the  coub< 
Kf.  One,  a  very  favourite  one  among  them,  as  it  was  a  big  book  of 
M7  pages,  perhaps,  of  which  I  expect  Edward  Settle  could  give  a  very 
■nod  account  how  it  came  into  existence,  and  his  father  looj  as  well  as 
tjiuinbcr  of  fine  talented  young  men,  Thomas  Evans  among  the  rest, 
md  whose  talents  I  have  most  sincerely  regretted,  were  engaged  in  that 
■Kf>  This  I  say,  as  it  was  a  big  booic,  no  doubt  they  calculated  would 
Is  wonders  for  them,  as  there  was  a  deal  of  defamation  and  slander  in  it, 
LUtink.  Although  1  have  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  about  it,  I  don't 
Ppink  I  ever  heard  of  one  individual  that  laboured  through  it.  Another 
ms^uite  remarkable;  as  we  have  heard  much  about "  personal  invective" 
brc,  at  this  table,  that  was,  I  think,  remarkable  in  that  way.  A  num- 
Mr  of  Friends  are  named  in  it,  evidently  with  a  design  to  their  dispa- 
bsementi  and  on  false  grounds,  inasmuch,  that  I  was  induced  to  call  it 
rSvam'  Lying  Pamphkl;"  and  1  believe,  it  was  not  unfrequently  called 
n  that  name.  These  means  being  used  to  a  very  great  extent,  putting 
Been  in  market  carts  to  have  the  country  inundated  with  them  in  one 
■KTor  another,  as  I  have  understood;  their  project  of  producing  a  revo- 
■l^on  in  society,  of  which  1  have  before  spoken,  went  on  progressively, 
btil  Friends  found  that  there  was  a  danger  of  scattering  in  society; 
Ben,  etvry  man  to  his  own  house!  and  while  I  have  my  senses,  I  never  shall 
prget  the  awful  feelings  that  pervaded  my  mind.  Death  would  have 
Kgcn  a  relief  to  me.  I  never  was  afraid  of  death,  since  I  submitted  to 
pW  power  of  the  gospel  of  Christ  my  Saviour. 

KQ.  Will  you  state  what  rule  of  discipline  it  is,  which  authorizes  one 
■Eonthly  Meeting  to  decide  that  another  Monthly  Meeting  has  to  far 
Wparted  from  the  discipline,  as  to  justify  a  reception  of  its  members 
■Uhout  certtlicate? 

K  A.  The  force  of  conviction ;  having  competent  eviden.ce,  that  it  is  the 
■Mt  thing  that  can  be  done,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case.  As 
bt  instance,  a  Frenchman,  who  had  travelled  with  worthy  Friends  in 
B>K>pe,(I  mean  John  Marselac,}  was  admitted  by  the  Society  of  Frienda 

■  this  country,  in  Philadelphia,  to  the  participation  of  the  rights  of  a 
Benber,  and  was  admitted  into  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elden,  I 
bink,  without  a  formal  certificate  by  any  Monthly  Meeting. 

K'  Q.  Had  he  ever  been  a  member  before? 

La.  I  believe  he  was  considered  as  a  member  then;  not  received  by 

niends  in  Philadelphia,  in  the  usual  way  of  receiving  convinced  per- 

E<).  Does  the  discipline  authorize  in  any  case  one  Monthly  Meeting  to 
■K  injudgment  upon  the  acts  of  another  Monthly  Meeting? 
La.  I  think  Monthly  Meetings  are  accountable  to  their  respectire 
WMrterly  Meetings  by  the  discipline;  when  their  Quarterly  Meetings 
Bill  become  dissatisfied  with  the  proceedings  of  a  Monthly  Meeting, 
Ibcyare  readily  to  render  an  accouni.orcheerfuliy,  of  their  proceedings, 
t  haye  no  recoHeciion  nor  no  iilea  of  one  Monthly  Meeting,  judging  of 
■be  acta  of  another;  and  approving  or  disapproving,  owning  and  disown- 
Big  their  acts,  while  the  society  remains  In  unity  under  the  operation  of 
uai  discipline,  and  a^t  in  fellowship  and  harmony. 

L  Q.  The  question  again  then  recurs,  do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that 
n  consequence  of  there  being  no  provisions  in  the  discipline  adapted  to 
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that  case,  the  members  of  Green  street  meeting  felt  themselves  jastified 
in  acting  under  convktion^  as  you  have  statedt  and  without  the  discipline, 
in  receiving  these  persons  into  membership? 

A.  Yes.  Having  witnessed,  experienced  themselves  proscribed,  de- 
nied their  rights  while  associated  with  the  active  members  of  the  other 
four  Monthly  Meetings,  especially  in  a  Quarterly  Meeting  capacity,  and 
finally  in  a  Yearly  Meeting  capacity;  the  same  intolerant  and  arbitrary 
proceedings,  forced  upon  these  meetings,  by  the  active  leading  charac- 
ters among  them  that  called  themselves  Orthodox.  As  reasonable  men, 
religiously  concerned  for  the  welfare  of  society,  thus  engaged  to  act,  to 
keep  them  from  being  dispersed,  and  disgusted  with  those  religioos 
meetings  as  they  were  wont  to  find  them,  and  experience  them  previon 
to  this  unrighteous  domination,  that  would  have  the  ascendency ;  thit 
would  rule  or  rend  the  society. 

Q.  Had  these  applicants  for  the  right  of  membership  in  Green  street 
meeting,  all  been  disowned  by  their  respective  Monthly  Meetings,  when 
their  application  was  made  to,  and  received  by,  the  Green  street  meet- 
ing? 

A.  No.  They  were  generally  such  as  fled  from  Orthodox  intolerance, 
to  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  who  were  acting,  1  think,  in  all  other 
respects  in  strict  conformity  with  the  discipline,  for  the  comfort  and 
edification  of  the  body,  in  love. 

Q.  Of  what  rights  had  they  then  been  deprived  by  their  own  Monthly 
Meetings? 

A.  That  great  inestimable  rights  without  which  life  itself  would  be  a 
burden,  the  right  of  private  judgment  was  denied  them;  so  far,  that  if 
they  thought  well  of  Elias  Hicks,  it  was  a  sufficient  pretext  for  proscrip^ 
tion  in  the  estimation  of  their  oppressors.  As  in  the  case  of  Henry 
M.  Zollickoifer,  that  I  have  -before  spoken  of,  when  his  friends  would 
have  him  reappointed  as  an  overseer  of  Pine  street  Monthly  Meeting, 
Jonathan  Evans  was  said  to  have  charged  him  with  being  umoundf 
and  unfit  consequently  for  the  station,  as  1  have  before  stated. 

Q.  Was  it  for  their  opinions  of  Elias  Hicks  as  a  man,  or  the  advoca- 
cy of  the  doctrines  and  principles  taught  by  him  in  his  ministry,  that 
complaint  was  made? 

A.  I  speak  of  the  simple  fact,  as  I  understand  it ;  and  I  do  not  intend, 
designedly,  to  enter  upon  any  doctrinal  disquisitions  in  my  examinatioOi 
because  I  think  it  is  not  the  business  of  any  temporal  court,  to  examine 
people  about  doctrinal  matters.  > 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  for  doctrinal  disquisitions;  I  ask  you  whether 
the  restraint  upon  private  judgment,  of  which  you  speak,  related  to  their 
opinions  of  Elias  Hicks  himself,  or  to  the  doctrines  publicly  taught  by 
him? 

A.  For  the  reasons  just  given,  I  decline  answering. 

Q.  In  speaking  of  the  reasons  which  induced  the  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting  to  dissolve  its  connexion  with  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing^) you  stated,  among  other  things,  that  the  ''  Quarterly  Meeting  had 
broken  down  the  hedge."  What  am  I  to  understand  you  as  meaning  by 
that  term? 

A.  By  violating  the  discipline,  in  acting  upon  a  charge  or  arraignment 
by  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  for 
discharging  Leonard  Snowdon  from  further  service  as  an  elder,  having 
disqualified  himself.    That  is  what  I  meant. 
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Q.  Is  the  discipline  a  hedge  which  encompasses  the  whole  society,  and 
to  which  its  meetings,  as  well  as  its  members,  must  submit,  and  be 
governed  by? 

A.  It  is  a  hedge  about  the  society,  when  acting  in  '*  unity  of  the  spirit 
in  the  bond  of  peace,"  and  has  preserved  it  in  a  remarkable  degree,  u*om 
the  early  establishment  of  the  society,  down  to  the  period  that  has  been 
under  review. 

Q.  Is  there  any  other  body  in  the  society  which  has  the  power  to  an- 
nul, or  in  any  way  alter,  the  provisions  of  that  discipline,  except  the 
Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  None — and  for  that  reason  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  having 
violated  the  discipline,  and  persisting  in  that  violation;  having  denied 
the  common  privileges,  the  common  rights  of  the  society  by  those  arbi- 
trary acts,  absolved,  as  every  reasonable  man  must  conclude,  I  think, 
Green  street  from  any  obligation  to  continue  with  them— for  every  ar- 
bitrary violation  of  the  discipline,  forced  upon  the  members  of  society, 
*  is,  in  effect,  making  discipline. 

Q.  By  the  discipline,  is  a  Quarterly  Meeting  accountable  to  any  other 
authority  than  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  All  the  power  of  the  society  naturally  and  really  does  exist  in  the 
individual  members  of  the  society;  and-  if  these  should  agree  among 
themselves  that  a  Quarterljf  Meeting  is  under  a  wrong  influence,  destruc- 
tive to  the  peace  and  harmony  of  society,  frustrating  the  ends  of  its  in- 
stitution, these  agreeing  in  their  Monthly  Meeting  that  such  was  the 
case,  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  say  for  instance,  being  governed  by  a 
faction,  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  must  have  a  natural  right  to  carry 
its  complaint  to  the  Yearly  Meeting.  If  when  it  comes  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  it  finds  that  body  disorganized  by  the  same  faction,  and  dis- 
qualified, acknowledged  so  by  its  active  members,  for  entering  into  the 
consideration  of  matters  brought  up  to  it  from  the  subordinate  meetings 
in  the  society,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of  every  rightly  concerned  mem- 
ber of  society,  to  take  reasonable  means,  such  as  shall  be  the  result  of 
the  power  of  conviction  of  the  iofeuence  of  the  spirit  of  Christ,  or  the 
truth  operating  upon  them,  to  resolve  themselves  (if  they  should  be  as 
that  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827  was)  into  a  meeting  for  conference,  and 
there  deliberate,  and  ascertain  to  the  best  of  their  understandings,  what 
is  the  will  of  the  adorable  head  of  the  church  in  such  an  extremity. 

Q.  If  the  Yearly  Meeting  should  decide  that  the  faction  was  in  the 
Monthly,  and  not  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  would  the  Monthly  Meeting 
be  bound  to  submit  to  its  decision  by  the  discipline? 

A.  If  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  in  unity,  all  but  that  Monthly  Meeting, 
then  of  course  the  discipline  would  be  binding  upon  that  Monthly  Meet- 
ing; but  if  it  should  be  found,  as  it  has  been  found  in  the  case  of  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  that  upwards  of  eighteen  thousand  Friends 
were  united  with  that  Monthly  Meeting,  against  about  seven  thousand 
Orthodox,  then  the  Monthly  Meeting  being  sustained  by  the  component 
parts  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  it  is,  and  I  think,  must  be  concluded  by 
every  reasonable  man,  a  legitimate  branch  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,  and  their  opponents  must  inevitably,  however  odious 
the  term  may  be  to  them,  be  eeparatists  from  the  society— and  all  their 
arts,  their  caucusses,  their  scurrilous  pamphlets,  the  declarations  by 
Yearly  Meetings,  purporting  to  be  such,  cannot,  in  my  apprehension 
or  belief,  cannot  avoid  the  designation  which  the  term  imports. 
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Q.  In  speaking  of  the  violent  measures  pursued  by  those  whom  ytA 
call  Orthodox,  you  spoke  of  William  Stevenson  having  been  told  to 
**  sit  down. "  Had  not  William  Stevenson,  when  the  clerk  read  a  minDti 
relative  to  a  visit  of  George  Jones,  and  Ann  his  wife,  in  the  character 
of  ministers  of  the  society,  publicly  declared  in  the  meeting,  that  they 
had  no  evidence  that  Ann  Jones  was  the  wife  of  George  Jones;  and  wm 
it  not  for  this  outrage  upon  the  feelings  of  the  meeting,  that  he  was  tirid 
to  sit  down? 

A.  When  the  clerk  of  that  meeting  made  a  record  of  George  aal 
Ann  Jones  being  there  in  that  character,  instead  of  reciting,  I  think  was 
the  circumstance,  the  precise  language  of  the  certificate,  remarked,  ul 
think  I  understood,  in  that  departure  from  the  usual  form,  that  there  wu 
no  evidence  in  the  certificate  to  that  amount— 4iot  that  he  doubted  aoj 
such  things— but  it  was  his  way.  I  take  it,  or  understood  it,  of  noticiag 
that  unusual  course,?and  meant  no  stigma  upon  George  or  Ann  Jone^^ 
but  that  was  not  the  only  case  in  which  William  Stevenson  was  told  ta 
sit  down.  I  think  I  noticed  Joseph  Sansom  one  day  with  his  cane  in  his' 
hand,  and  in  an  unhandsome  manner,  while  William  was  expressing 
himself  on  the  subject  matter,  I  don't  know  what  it  was,  before  the 
meeting,  he  was  told  to  **  ait  down"  several  times. 

Q.  Was  not  the  certificate  for  **  George  Jones  and  Ann  his  wifei" 
and  the  minute  made  by  the  clerk,  in  accordance  with  it? 

A.  I  can't  remember;  but  I  think  it  was  for  *'  George  and  Ann  Joaes/*^ 
or  else  there  would  have  been  no  point  in  William  Stevenson's  obsem- 
tions;  for  certainly  he  never  meant  to  stigmatize  her,  as  was  attempted 
to  be  inferred. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Wednesday  morning,  November  34,  1830,  at  10  o'clock.  Cross-ex* 
amination  of  Abraham  Lower  continued.  -  Present  as  before,  except 
Mr.  Sloan. 

Question  by  Mr.  Brown^  on  the  part  of  Hendrickson.  You  have  stat-- 
ed  that  the  most  prominent  cause  df  the  separation  spoken  of,  was  the 
public  disrespect  or  opposition  manifested  by  the  members  of  the  Pne 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jonathan  Evans 
in  closing  the  men's  meeting,  whilst  Elias  Hicks  was  engaged  in  the 
women's  meeting.  How  did  Jonathan  Evans  exercise  that  agency  and 
influence,  and  what  was  its  character? 

Answer.  I  was  not  there.  What  knowledge  I  have  of  it,  is  derived 
from  common  report:  but  one  thing  I  am  persuaded  of,  from  my  owa 
observation,  that  in  getting  up  or  promoting  such  measures  of  an  odiooi 
character,  he  was  generally  cunning  enough  to  work  by  agents;  and 
in  this  instance,  I  think  I  understood  that  Benjamin  Kite,  a  member  ef 
another  Monthly  Meeting,  was  there,  and  acted  in  that  case,  whom  I 
should  have  supposed,  and  do  suppose,  would  not  have  dared  to  have 
acted  contrary  to  what  would  have  been  agreeable  to  Jonathan  Evsat, 
and  the  party  generally,  or  that  portion  of  them  in  that  meeting,  who» 
with  the  activity  of  his  sons,  were  enabled  against  a  larger  number  thai 
was  arrayed  on  their  side,  to  carry  their  measures ;  having  the  clerk 
with  them  and  under  their  control,  as  they  were  mostly  provided  with 
that  advantage,  and  which  was  a  great  engine  of  oppression. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  Benjamin  Kite  was  the  person 
who  closed  the  Monthly  Meeting  upon  that  occasion? 
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A.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  so,  and  I  think  I  did  not. 
Q.  Had  not  that  Monthly  Meeting  finished  its  business,  before  It  was 
so  closed  f 

A.  I  say  again,  I  was  not  there.     I  think  it  probable  that  they  had 
closed  their  business,  and  notwithstanding,  it  was  deemed  exceedingly 
indecorous  and  disrespectful  to  the  individual,  to  be  thus  treated:  and 
so  Samuel  Bettle  must  have  considered  it,  when  he  told  me  of  his  hav- 
ing remonstrated  with  Jonathan  Evans  On  account  of  his  conduct  on 
that  occasion ;  and  that  his  son,  Jonathan  Evans's  son,  was  treated  with 
disrespect  on  account  of  his,  Jonathan's,  conduct  on   that  occasion. 
There  was  an  apprehension,  and  has  been,  and  now  is,  in  the  minds  of 
a  number  of  persons,  that  Jonathan  Evans  was  exceedingly  chagrined 
at,  or  on  account  of,  the  services  or  ministry  of  Elias  Hicks  on  that  oc- 
casion.    That  as  Elias  Hicks  was,  and  remained  to  be,  to  the  close  of 
his  useful  life,  one  of  the  most  powerful  advocates  for  the  rights  of  hu- 
manity in  vindicating  the  cause  of  the  poor,  deeply  afflicted,  and  suffer- 
4ng  children  of  Africa  and  their  descendants,  especially  in  this  country; 
I  understood  he  was  so  engaged  at  that  meeting.    He  came  over  the 
circumstance,  if  I  have  been  rightly  informed,  of  some  of  the  advocates 
among  the  elder  rank,  having  failed  to  maintain  or  to  continue  in  the 
maintenance  of  a  testimony  against  the  use  of  the  produce  of  the  labour 
of  slaves ;  al)d  which  he,  I  apprehend,  as  he  was  accustomed  to  do,  went 
on  to  show  that  the  consumer  of  such  produce  was  as  bad  as  the  slave 
holder;  that  as  Jonathan  Evans  had  borne  a  faithful  testimony  against 
the  use  of  such  produce  in  common  with  his,  then,  or  just  previously 
Friend  and  coadjutor  in  that  righteous  cause,  and  had  then  abandoned 
that  testimony  which  he  had  borne,  as  he,  Jonathan  Evans,  had  told  me 
himself  for  twenty-two  years;  finding,  what  must  have  been  exceeding- 
ly mortifying  to  a  man  of  his  great  pretensions  to  distinction,  to  find 
by  the  clear  and  cogent  reasoning  and  illustrations  of  Elias  Hicks,  that 
there  was  a  man  who  stood  above  him!  A  greater  man  than  himself! — And 
this  too,  if  what  I  have  heard  one  of  his  children  should  say,  drawing  a 
comparison  between -him,  Jonathan,  and  Elias  Hicks,  *' does  thee  think 
that  Elias  Hicks  is  a  greater  man  than  my  fatherP"*— ^But  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, I  have  every  reason  to  be  satisfied  in  my  own  mind,  that 
hence  arose  an  envious  disposition,  and  which  led  his  fertile  genius  to 
make  use  of  such  agents  in  promoting  those  feelings  under  plausible 
pretences,  to  decry  and  by  any  means  of  that  nature,  the  reputation  and 
dignified  standing  of  that  servant  of  God,  and  most  excellent  minister  of 
the  gospel  of  Christ.     But  then,  as  it  would  ruin  any  man's  cause  in 
such  circumstances  to  come  out  openly,  so  I  think  he  would  of  course 
have  too  much  sagacity  to  do  so,  and  thus  render  himself  vulnerable 
and  odious  in  the  sight  of  honest  men. 

Q.  You  have  said  that  you  did  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  saying, 
that  Benjamin  Kite  was  the  person  who  closed  the  Monthly  Meeting 
upon  the  occasion  alluded  to,<^-Klid  you  mean  to  say  that  Benjamin  Kite 
was  the  person  from  whom  the  proposition  came  to  adjourn  that  meet- 
ing? 

A.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  so:  though  it  might  have  been  so,  for  aught 
I  know,  not  being  there;  but  1  can  conceive  that  would  have  been  easily 
possible  if  it  had  been  so;  if  Benjamin  Kite  should  have  sat  just  before 
Jonathan  Evans,  for  Jonathan  in  a  low  tone  of  voice  to  have  suggested 
the  idea,  so  that  Benjamin  might  have  heard  it.  For  I  think  he  would 
Vol.  1.-52 
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not  huve  cUrcil  lu  Wave  made  such  a  proposiiion  without  some  iiilima. 
lion  from  that  (juarier,  leadinj^  lo  that  point.  * 

Q.  Could  Jonalhan  Kvans  have  closed  the  meeting  himscir,  unlets 
the  other  memliers  had  consented  to  it? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  he  could  have  done  then,  but  I  remember  a 
circumstance  that  I  heard  occurred  some  time  afterwards ;  that  whik 
he  was  fining  on — 

Mr.  Brown.  If  the  witness  will  indulge  mc  one  minute, — heanajr 
testimony,  when  given  under  that  character,  is  not  admissible  in  this 
examination,  and  I  must  object  to  hearsay  testimony;  but  whaterer  majr 
be  given  as  matter  of  common  reputation,  may  be  related. 

Witness.  It  was  a  matter  of  this  description  that  I  am  about  to  al- 
lude to.     It  was  a  notorious  circumstance. 

Counsel.  The  reason  why  the  name  of  Jonathan  Evans  was  usedia 
my  question,  is,  because  the  witness  had  used  his  name  as  connected 
with  a  prominent  cause  of  the  separation  in  the  society.  The  real  ob- 
ject of  my  question  is,  whether,  according  to  the  discipline  and  usages 
of  the  society,  an  individual  member  could  close  or  adjourn  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  without  the  assent  of.the  other  members  ? 

Witness.  The  circumstance  I  was  going  to  mention  is  thia^While 
Jonathan  Kvans  was  making  a  speech  near  the  close  of  a  meeting,  that 
those  present  generally  rose  and  left  the  meeting  while  he  was  thus  en- 
gaged; but  the  breaking  up  of  meetings  of  discipline  is  by  common  con- 
sent after  the  clerk  has  read  the  minutes,  or  if  it  is  stated  that  there  b 
no  further  business,  or  a  practice  obtains  in  some  places  of  a  clerk  read- 
ing a  short  minute,  stating  that  the  meeting  concluded.  When  1  sajby 
common  consent,  if  there  is  nothing  appears  proper  to  engage  the  a^ 
tention  of  the  meeting;  no  intimation  of  that  kind,  as  in  cases  of  meet- 
ings for  worship,  the  ministers  and  elders,  if  there  are  such  present, 
mostly  give  each  other  the  right  hand  of  fellowship ;  shaking  handi, 
and  the  meeting  then  generally  disperses. 

Q.  Is  there  any  obligation  under  the  discipline  for  a  meeting  to  con- 
tinue in  session  after  the  business  is  finished,  merely  because  a  person 
happened  to  be  in  the  women's  meeting;  and  has  not  a  Monthly  Meet- 
ing a  right  to  adjourn  whenever  it  thinks  proper  ? 

A.  I  know  of  no  such  obligation  in  the  disciplinei— and  a  Monthly 
Meeting  may  adjourn  whenever  it  can  unite  to  do  so.  But,  as  before 
stated,  it  appeared  by  Samuel  Settle's  remonstrances  with  Jonathan 
Evans,  on  that  occasion,  that  it  had  given  offence,  no  doubt,  grounded 
on  the  consideration  of  its  being  uncourteous,  indecorous,  and  as  a  slight 
upon  Elias  Hicks. 

Q.  Has  it  not  several  times  happened,  that  the  men's  Yearly  Meeting 
of  Philadelphia  has  broken  up,  while  a  minister  from  it  was  in  the 
women's  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  I  think  such  cases  have  occurred. 

Q.  Is  it  not  extraordinary  and  unusual,  that  the  circumstance  of  a 
Monthly  Meeting  closing  its  session  after  it  had  finished  its  business, 
and  while  Elias  Hicks  was  engaged  in  the  women's  meeting,  should  give 
such  concern,  uneasiness,  and  dissatisfaction  to  a  large  part  of  the  so- 
ciety, extending  even  to  Ohio,  as  to  form  the  most  prominent  cause  of 
the  separation  in  the  society,  as  stated  in  your  examination  in  chief? 

A.  I  say  that  as  Samuel  Bettle  is  a  very  great  disciplinarian,  a  very 
intelligent  man,  of  close  and  keen  observation;  a  man  of  general  iafo^ 
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mation,  with  rej^ard  to  the  customs  and  order  of  society,  that  it  was  evi- 
dent to  me,  in  the  account  he  gave  of  his  remonstrating  with  Jonathan 
Evans  on  that  account,  that  he  did  not  think  it  was  an  extraordinary 
circumstance  to  be  offended. at,  by  the  society  generally,  and  I  am  of  the 
same  opinion.  And  as  respects  his  (Jonathan  Evans's)  son's  being 
treated  with  disrespect  in  Ohio,  as  I  said  before,  or  wished  to  have  said, 
if  I  did  not— *I  don't  know  where  it  was  he  was  treated  with  disrespect; 
Samuel  Bettle's  words  were,  I  think,  "  his  son,"  or  *'  thy  son,"  was 
treated  with  disrespect  when  abroad,  on  that  account,  referring,  as  I 
understood,  to  his,  Jonathan's,  agency  and  influence,  in  breaking  up  the 
meeting  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  conference  of  several  Friends,  of  whom  you 
were  one,  at  the  close  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  about  Eighth  or 
Ninth-month,  1822.  Was  there  any  other  cause  of  uneasiness  with  Elias 
Hicks  alleged  in  that  conference,  than  the  unsound  doctrines  he  was  said 
to  promulgate? 

A.  There  was,  as  I  before  stated,  a  charge,  or  something  in  the  form 
of  accusation,  against  Elias  Hicks,  about  his  sending  some  books  to  a 
person  in  the  western  country,  from  which  I  endeavoured,  if  I  recollect 
right,  to  vindicate  him  from  any  blame  on  that  account. 

Q.  What  book  was  that  you  allude  to,  which  Elias  Hicks  was  alleged 
to  have  procured  to  send  to  the  westward? 

A.  I  understood  that  his  correspondent  desired  him  to  send  on  to 
him  a  work  called  IVie  Celestial  Magnet^  of  which  work  I  have  no-— not 
much  acquaintance,  and  when  I  saw  a  number  of  it,  I  had  no  disposi- 
tion to  cultivate  much  acquaintance  with  it.  And  yet  I  hold  with  the 
apostle  in  ^^udging,  proving  all  things"  that  are  lawful,  and  innocent 
so  to  prove,  and  hold  fast  that  which  is  good. 

Q.  Why  was  the  procuring  and  sending  that  book  to  the  westward  by 
Elias  Hicks  objected  to  upon  that  occasion? 

A.  As  Jonathan  Evans  did  not,  to  my  recollection  say,  I  suppose  you 
can  judge  as  well  as  myself. 

Q.  Was  no  reason  given  by  Jonathan  Evans  for  his  objecting  to  that 
book? 

A.  If  there  was,  I  don't  recollect  it. 

Q.  To  procure  a  book  and  send  it  to  a  friend  to  the  westward,  was 
certainly  no  offence,  ^standing  alone  and  unconnected  with  other  things 
—but  I  understand  it  was  made  a  charge  against  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  That  was  the  nature  of  the  communication,  if  I  understood  it,  ut- 
tered on  the  occasion;  or  else  I  should  not  have  undertaken  to  state  the 
circumstances,  as  I  before  related,  that  it  was  what  any  person  would  do 
for  his  correspondent,  or  what  any  bookseller  would  do. 

Counsel.  I  understood  the  witness  to  say,  that  the  procuring  and  send- 
ing that  book  to  the  westward  by  Elias  Hicks,  was  at  that  conference 
objected  as  an  offence  of  Elias  Hicks.  How  could  this  be,  unless  the 
contents  of  that  book  were  referred  to?  To  procure  and  send  a  book, 
innocent  in  its  nature,  by  one  person  to  another,  cannot  be  an  offence. 

A-  It  might  be  an  offence,  if  the  Individual  preferring  the  charge  for 
so  doing,  against  an  individual  of  ^  spotless  character,  it  might  traduce 
him,  if  the  work,  of  which  he  might  be  entirely  ignorant  of  the  contents, 
should  have  contained  sentiments  at  variance  with  the  accuser,  or  those 
who  were  then  to  judge  of  that  communication.  I  was  about  to  say,  that 
some  of  the  best  books,  I  suppose,  that  ever  have  been  written  by  the  mem- 
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hrrs  of  ihc  Society  of  I'ricncls  in  early  times,  were  ckcmed  as  damnable 
horesics,  subversive  of*  the  christian  relij^ion,  and  exposing  those  who 
entertained  their  authors,  or  read  their  works,  to  fine  and  imprisonment; 
that  on  the  account,  in  part,  of  their  circulatincj  their  books,  and  preach- 
ing^ the  doctrines  they  did  to  a  very  corrupt  race  of  professors  of  Chris- 
tianity, and  under  one  pretence  or  other  of  the  kinds  I  have  alluded  to, 
and  perhaps  others,  I  understand  that  there  were  as  many  perhaps  as 
fifteen  thousand  of  them  confined  in  prisons,  loathsome  dungeons,  in 
many  instances,  iti  perhaps  about  thirty  years,  and  not  a  few  of  them 
dieil  in  prison,  for  their  testimony  to  the  truth. 

Q.  Did  not  Klias  1  licks  recommend  that  book,  and  speak  favourably 
of  its  author  ? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledg;c  of  his  having  done  so. 

Q.  What  are  the  religious  doctrines  inculcated  in  that  book,  so  far  as 
you  know? 

Mr.  Price,  I  object  to  the  question*— the  book,  or  a  part  it,  being  an 
exiiibit,  and  if  other  parts  of  it  arc  wanted,  let  the  book  be  produced, 
as  the  best  evidence, 

Mr.  Brown.  We  are  entitled  nevertheless,  I  presume,  to  an  answer  from 
the  witness. 

Witness.  My  knowledge  of  that  book  is  very  limited  indeed— but  I 
conceive  its  nature  was  of  a  doctrinal  character^  and  if  so,  as  I  have  be- 
fore answered,  temporal  courts  have  nothing  to  do  with  them,  in  my 
apprehension. 

Q.  I  do  not  now  ask  you  what  arc  your  religious  opinions*  or  what  are 
the  religious  opinions  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  but  simply  inquire 
what  are  the  religious  doctrines  contained  in  a  book  you  have  referred  to? 

A.  My  knowledge  of  that  book  is  so  limited,  that  I  cannot  pretend  to 
say. 

Counsel.  That's  enough,  I  admit.  Did  any  of  those  present,  I  mean 
at  the  conference  alluded  to,  express  any  personal  dislike  or  enmity  to 
Elias  Hicks? 

A.  I  refer  to  what  I  have  said  on  that  occasion. 

Counsel.  I  remind  the  witness  that  he  has  said  that  certain  things  did 
happen,  but  has  not  said  that  other  things  did  not  happen — and  I  want 
to  know  from  him,  whether  there  was  or  was  not  any  expression  of  per- 
sonal dislike  to  Klias  Hicks  on  that  occasion? 

A.  I  think  I  detailed  all  I  recollected  to  have  occurred  at  the  time  al- 
luded to,  on  my  examination,  excepting  possibly,  (which  my  memory 
does  not  fully  serve  me  now,)  that  there  was  something  said  about  in- 
tercepting or  meeting  Elias  Hicks,  by  some  person  or  persons  named, 
or  going  to  see  him  at  his  own  home  previous  to  his  leaving  it;  and  1 
now  refer  to  my  answer  then. 

Mr.  Brown.  This  is  now  sufficient;  I  have  no  disposition  to  persecute 
the  witness,  but  he  had  said  that  certain  things  had  happened,  without 
saying  that  others  did  not  happen,  and  I  wished  to  know  from  him  whe- 
ther there  were  any  other  objections  than  those  which  he  had  stated;  he 
has  now  answered  it. 

Witness.   I  am  glad  to  find  such  a  disposition  in  the  counsel. 

Coiinsel.  Did  they  profess  that  they  were  influenced  by  concern  and 
uneasiness,  on  account  of  the  spreading  of  those  unsound  doctrines  which 
Flias  Hicks  was  charged  with  preaching? 

A.   I  must  beg  to  refer  to  my  atiswer  as  aforeiiaid. 


^i-  I  rnu.^i  ho  allowcil  aj^am  to  remark,  that  I  ilo  nol  in(|Uire  oi  the 
witness,  whal  arc  his  nrlii^ious  opinions,  or  those  of  the  Society  of 
Friends;  !)ul  merely,  whether  those  jiersons  did  not  profess  to  be  con- 
cerned, as  stati.d  in  the  cpiestion. 

A.  I  understand,  that  1  am  now  cross-examined  on  my  examination  in 
chief,  and  if  1  had  that  read,  and  there  is  no  answer  to  the  cjuestion  there, 
or  that  I  can  know  speciiieally  what  I  did  say,  I  will  endeavour  to  ^ive 
an  answer. 

[The  testimony  of  the  witness  on  his  examination  in  chief,  relatinjj  to 
the  conference  referred  to  in  the  question,  and  its  proceedings,  was  read 
to  the  witness;  when  he  further  answers.  J  there  was  of  course,  a  kind  of 
semblance  of  concern  developed  by  the  persons  that  spoke  on  the  occa- 
sion. IJut  whether  it  was  a  real  concern  for  the  welfare  of  society,  I 
wont  speak  positively,  because  I  don't  know  what  is  in  men's  hearts; 
but  judging  from  their  acts,  their  subso(iuent  acts,  whatever  concern 
might  have  been  manifested  on  that  occasion  by  the  accuser  and  wit- 
ness, I  have  reason  to  think  was  bottomed  on  envy. 

Q.  Was  not  Elias  I  licks  engaged  at  that  time  in  a  visit  embracing 
Friends  in  several  parts  of  the  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  and  was  he 
not  expected  shortly  to  enter  on  a  visit  to  the  families  of  two  of  the 
Monthly  Meetings  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia? 

A.  I  think  he  had  such  a  prospect  or  engagement  of  mind  at  that 
lime:  and  obtained  a  certificate  of  the  unity  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of 
Jericho,  of  which  he  was  a  member  then,  and  lived  and  died  a  member 
of  it  in  unity,  and  Westbury  Quarter;  of  which  he  remained  a  member  in 
unity  until  his  death. 

Q.  You  have  said,  that  Joseph  Whitall  stated  in  that  conference,  cer- 
tain sentiments  which  he  had  heard  Klias  Hicks  preach  in  public — were 
those  sentiments  the  same  which  hav^e  since  been  published  by  your 
party  with  Joseph  WhitalPs  name  to  them? 

A.  It  is  now  seven  or  eight  years,  or  more,  since  that  conversation 
took  place,  or  opportunity,  that  I  am  unable  to  say  what  he  did  hear 
him  say  in  public ;  but  I  think  that  he  charged  Elias  Hicks  with  denying 
the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  which  I  admitted,  if  true  of  him,  he  was  no 
christian.  And  so  I  suppose  would  be  answered  by  any  man  as  a  truism; 
but  when  I  complained  once  to  John  Cox  of  the  charge  which  they  ut- 
tered against  us,  among  the  rest,  that  we  denied  the  divinity  of  Christ, 
he  said,  *'  we  don't  know  what  they  mean  by  it.*' 

[noon.] 

Q.  You  have  stated  in  your  examination  in  chief,  that  in  the  confer- 
ence to  which  you  have  alluded,  certain  doctrines  were  imputed  to  Elias 
Hicks;  was  not  the  doctrine  charged  upon  Klias  Hicks  by  Joseph  Whi- 
tall on  that  occasion,  in  these  words:  '*  that  Jesus  Christ  was  not  the 
Son  of  (iod,  until  after  the  baptism  of  John,  and  the  descent  of  the  Holy 
Ghost;"  and  '*  that  he  was  no  more  than  a  man;"  "that  the  same  power 
that  made  Christ  a  christian  must  make  us  christians;"  and  "  that  the 
same  power  that  saved  him  must  save  us."  And  were  not  these  the  doc- 
trines that  you  declare  Klias  Ilicks  to  have  been  no  christian  if  he  held 
them? 

A.  I  think  I  stated  before,  in  reference  to  that  communication  of  Jo- 
seph Whitall's,  that  as  perhaps  seven  or  right  years  had  elapsed  since 
•hat  conversation  took  place,ai\dl  don't  now  rccolle«  t  .ifter  hearing  that 
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quotation  read,  thai  Joseph  Wliitall  expressed  himself  as  thcpe  recited: 
and  am  still  under  the  impression  ihat  my  reply  was  grounded  on  hiit 
Elias  Hicks',  being  charged  with  denying  the  divinity  of  Christ. 

Q.  The  charge,  then  which  drew  from  you  this  remark,  that  if  he  held 
!such  doctrine  he  was  no  christian,  was  simply  that  he  denied  the  divinity 
of  Christ? 

A.  Yes,  I  think  so. 

Q.  You  have  stated,  that  upon  that  occasion,  certain  other  doctrines 
were  imputed  to  Elias  Hicks,  which  you  then  declared  were  in  accord- 
ance with  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of  Friends.  What  were  those 
doctrines? 

A.  I  am  not  aware  that  I  have  so  stated ;  but  that  possibly  a  part  of 
that  paragraph  may  contain  the  matter,  to  which  I  intended  my  reply  on 
that  occasion,  as  an  answer  to.  I  think  it  a  hard  case  to  be  pressed  lo 
much  to  answer  to  such  an  interrogatory,  respecting  a  circumstance  that 
transpired  so  many  years  back;  and  when  I  professed  on  my  examina- 
tion in  chief,  and  as  I  still  profess,  not  to  have  a  recollection  of  all  that 
Joseph  Whitall  did  say ;  but  in  general  terms,  my  recollection  is  clear, 
that  the  quotation  I  have  alluded  to,  was  a  reply  to  what  he  had  said. 

Q.  Of  course  I  cannot  expect  the  witness  to  answer  my  question  fur- 
ther than  his  recollection  will  enable  him  to  do  so ;  and  I  would  only  ask 
of  him  to  answer  as  far  as  his  recollection  will  carry  him,  and  to  say 
what  part  of  the  quotation  I  have  read,  the  witness  upon  that  occaiion 
mentioned  that  he  conceived  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  doctrines  of 
the  Society  of  Friends? 

A.  I  should  like  to  be  indulged  with  hearing  that  quotation  read  again. 
[Mr.  Brown  again  reads  from  a  book  the  quotation  in  his  first  questioa 
this  afternoon.  The  witness  proceeds.]  I  have  no  recollection  that  those 
words  were  used:  and  I  don't  see  how  the  quotation  that  I  have  in  my 
mind,  could  have  applied  as  an  answer,  if  they  had  been  used:  which  I 
think  was,  that  *^  a  manifestation  of  the  spirit  is  given  to  us  in  a  mea- 
sure, or  according  to  our  individual  capacities,  and  that  that  manifesta- 
tion was  in  Christ  in  the  fulness ;"  these  I  think  was  the  amount  of 
what  I  said  on  that  occasion,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  Am  I  to  understand  what  you  now  mention,  as  a  quotation  from 
scripture? 

A.  I  give  it  as  the  substance  of  what  I  think  I  then  said,  and  which  I 
thought  corresponded  with  those  sayings  of  the  apostle,  to  which  I  al- 
luded. 

Q.  As  you  have  stated  that  you  distinctly  recollected  that  you  made  a 
quotation  in  support  of  some  part  of  the  doctrines  imputed  to  Ellas 
Hicks  upon  that  occasion  as  unsound,  I  naturally  presume  that  you 
would  recollect  what  those  doctrines  were  ;  if  you  do  so  recollect,  I  wish 
you  to  state  them,  whether  they  arc  in  the  words  of  the  quotation  I  have 
read  or  not? 

A.  I  cannot  state  what  they  were;  if  I  had  a  recollection  of  them  dis- 
tinctly, you  should  have  them,  let  the  consequence  be  what  it  would. 

Q.  In  the  course  of  the  conference  of  which  you  have  spoken,  did  you 
make  any  objection  to  its  proceedings,  or  in  any  way  protest  against  ii 
as  irregular  and  disorderly? 

A.  From  the  account  I  have  given  of  the  quotation  I  attempted,  and 
the  vindication  of  Elias  Hicks  from  the  blame  or  censure,  on  account  of 
Mic  books  spoken  of,  or  pamphlets,  1  considered  I  had  gone  as  far  in  the 
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way  of  objection  to  the  proceedings,  as  the  nature  of  the  cuse  then  ail- 
mitlecl,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  I  was  there. 

Q.  Of  course  that  was  the  whole  extent  of  your  objection  upon  that 
occasion? 

A.  I  think  the  circumstance  of  my  nominating  Or.  Samuel  P.  Griffltts, 
when  he  said  he  never  heard  Elias  Hicks  preach  false  doctrines,  was  as 
prominent  a  feature  in  my  communication  by  way  of  objection,  as  wliat 
I  have  recited. 

Q.  You  have  once  stated,  and  have  now  repeated  it,  that  you  nominat- 
ed one  person  on  the  committee  to  visit  Elias  Hicks,  and  urged  another 
to  serve  on  it,  and  were  otherwise  actively  engaged  in  the  business  trans- 
acted there;  was  not  this  course  on  your  part  rather  furthering  the  ob- 
jects of  that  conference,  than  an  objection  to  them  altogether,  as  violat- 
ing the  discipline,  usages  and  order  of  the  society  in  so  doing? 

A.  The  circumstance  was  a  new  one  to  me;  the  persons  that  were  en- 
gaged in  it,  some  of  them,  were  such  as  I  had  acted  with,  in  the  admi- 
nistration of  the  discipline,  in  harmony  and  good  fellowship,  as  I  appre- 
hend, generally,  and  a  kind  of  veneration  or  high  respect  for  those  per- 
sons, that  I  had  been  accustomed  to  entertain,  for  and  towards  them,  1 
think  so  operated  on  my  mind  then,  and  for  some  time  after,  that  I  had 
not  become  prepared  to  conceive  that  such  men  could  have  conceived 
8uch  a  wicked  conspiracy.  But  when  I  observed  the  fruits  of  that  un- 
lawful association  developing  themselves,  I  then  became  satisfied,  that 
Elias  Hicks  was  really  then  condemned,  in  the  minds  of  those  people, 
particularly  Jonathan  Evans,  his  accuser.  I  must  make  an  exception  to 
the  cases  I  have  alluded  to,  to  wit,  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Grifiitts,  and 
my  private  caution  to  Thomas  Wistar,  at  the  close  of  that  meeting,  pri- 
vately administered,  outside  of  the  meeting  house,  to  him,  warning  him 
to  beware  of  the  hostility  that  Jonathan  Evans  seemed  to  have  towards 
him,  and  exhorted  him,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  to  do  the  old  man 
justice;  those  circumstances  were  going  as  far  as  my  circumstances  then 
appeared  to  me  to  permit. 

Q.  Did  you  not  in  that  conference  with  Thomas  Wistar,  after  the 
close  of  that  meeting,  to  which  you  have  alluded,  urge  him  to  take  an 
early  opportunity  with  Elias  Hicks,  and  say,  that  if  he  held  the  doctrines 
imputed  to  him,  he  ought  to  be  stopped? 

A.  If  I  did  say  so,  I  have  no  recollection  of  it  now. 

Q.  As  to  the  first  branch  of  the  question,  did  you  urge  him  to  take  an 
early  opportunity  with  him? 

A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Was  not  your  conference  with  Thomas  Wistar  on  the  subject, 
after  the  meeting,  giving  him  hints  as  to  the  manner  in  which  he  should 
perform  the  duty  assigned  to  him,  giving  a  sanction  on  your  part  to  the 
regularity  of  the  proceeding  of  that  conference,  in  appointing  that  com- 
mittee to  visit  Elias  Hicks  ? 

A.  I  should  think  they  would  barely  amount  to  that ;  when  I  cautioned 
him  against  the  hostility  of  his  accuser. 

Q.  You  have  said  that  in  the  conference  you  considered  Elias  Hicks 
as  condemned,— in  what  way  was  he  condemned,  or  how  was  the  sen- 
tence of  condemnation  pronounced? 

A.  I  considered  it  as  being  so,  by  his  being  arraigned  as  I  have  recit- 
ed, and  by  the  subsequent  irregular  proceedings  of  the  faction  that  then 
harmonized  in  that  arraignment,  ana  which  they  pursued  as  fast,  appa- 
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rently,  as  circumstances  admitted  of;  for  when  Elias  Hicks  came  to  the 
city,  and  two  persons  of  that  number  waited  on  him,  and,  as  I  understood, 
were  satisfied  or  appeared  to  be  satisfied  with  him,  according  to  the  ac- 
count which  his  companion  gave  me  after  they  had  gone  away,  out  of 
the.  house,  and  Elias  and  his  companion  came  to  us  in  the  back  room  at 
Samuel  R.  Fisher's,  that  all  these  proceedings)  the  testimony  of  Joseph 
Whitall,  the  testimony  of  the  two  witnesses,  Comfort  and  Bell,  were 
founded  on  and  related  to  circumstances  or  expressions  that  occurred 
without  their  jurisdiction ;  their  combination  was  consequently  without 
any  colour  of  discipline,  and  they  must  hence  stand  as  a  disorderly  body; 
their  proceedings  afterwards,  when  they  sought  an  opportunity  which 
he  refused  them,  upon  account  of  matters  that  had  transpired  out  of 
their  jurisdiction-;  and  when  he  finally  consented  to  give  them  an  oppor- 
tunity, being  pressed  by  his  friends  to  do  so,  who  had  no  doubt  of  his 
innocence,  he  gave  them  that  opportunity,  as  before  related,  at  the 
Green  street  meeting  house*— when  those  ten  elders,  or  most  of  them, 
attended  ;  they  denied  Elias  Hicks  the  privilege  of  having  his  friends 
with  him,  on  so  critical  and  affecting  an  emergency;  but  as  Thomas 
Wistar  alleged  there  and  then,  that  unless  all  who  were  present  would 
leave  them,  that  is,  go  out  of  the  house  and  leave  them  and  Elias  Hicks 
and  his  companion  alone,  they  would  take  for  granted  that  the  charges 
were  true  that  they  had  against  him.  That  in  a  conversation  with  Jo- 
seph Whitall  next  day  after,  I  think,  I  told  him  I  understood  that  he, 
and  perhaps  others,  were  in  waiting  to  be  called  in  as  witnesses,  at  that 
meeting  the  day  previous,  when,  if  they  had  been  called  in,  here  was  his 
judges,  who  were  his  accusers,  or  harmonizing  with  his  accusers.  It  is 
easy  to  see  that  no  justice  would  be  likely  to  be  done  him ;  they  merely 
wanted  to  make  a  mock-sham  affair,  and  condemn  him,  his  accusers 
being  judges.  In  corroboration  of  what  I  have  stated  of  his  being  judg- 
ed and  condemned  for  expressions  that  had  occurred  without  their  ju- 
risdiction, and  with  which  his  own  friends  at  home,  and  the  Friends 
where  the  other  expressions  had  occurred,  were  satisfied;  and  the  com- 
munication or  bull  of  the  ten  elders  denouncing  him,  contained  an  acknow- 
ledgment, which  I  conceive  was  a  shameful  reflection  on  the  old  man's 
character,  that  "  he  was  innocent  or  cautious  while  among  them,"  so 
as  not  to  say  things  that  were  false  doctrine  in  their  estimation,  which 
was  the  amount  of  it,  I  don't  profess  to  have  the  precise  words. 

Q.  Without  alluding  at  present  to  the  subsequent  proceedings,  was 
there  any  act  at  all  at  that  conference,  by  which  that  condemnation  was 
manifested? 

A.  For  the  reasons  which  I  have  given,  my  perceptions  wereblindedi 
as  regarded  the  full  extent  and  fprcc  of  that  arraignment,  which  I  after- 
wards discovered  as  developed  in  their  subsequent  conduct,  that  he  was 
condemned. 

Counsel.  I  have  confined  my  question  to  that  particular  conference, 
without  reference  to  subsequent  proceedings. 

Witness.  I  never  have  said,  nor  don't  intend  to  say,  that  he  was  con- 
demned in  so  many  words  precisely  uttered  to  that  effect;  but  when  1 
came  to  consider  the  force  of  the  expressions  emanating  from  the  foun- 
tain they  did,  that  "he  has  given  much  uneasiness  to  his  friends  at  home, 
and  they  can't  stop  him," — and  "unless  we  can  slop  him  here  he  must 
go  on,"— I  consider  those  expressions  a  declaration  of  his  condemnation, 
as  clear  as  the  circumstances  would  then  admit  of. 
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Q.  Are  you  sure  that  you  have  given  the  words  that  were  used  by 
Jonathan  Evans  upon  that  occasion? 

A.  I  think  I  have,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  If  Elias  Hicks  was  then  and  there  condemned,  did  you,  or  any 
other  person  then  present,  object  to  his  condemnation? 

A.  I  did,  in  the  way  I  stated  before. 

Q.   What  was  he  condemned  for? 

A.  For  preaching  false  doctrines,  when  Dr.  Grifiitts  said  he  never 
heard  him  preach  false  doctrines. 

Q.  So  far  from  being  condemned,  was  not  a  committee  appointed  to- 
see  him,  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  from  himself  whether  the  alleged 
charges  were  true,  and  thus  give  him  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in 
his  own  defence? 

A.  That  committee,  such  as  it  was,  was  appointed  out  of  the  order 
of  society:  no  such  proceedings  were  recognised  by  the  discipline;  and 
whatever  notions  they  might  have  had,  from  the  source  that  they  got 
their  charge,  on  which  ground  they  appointed  their  committee,  he  car- 
ried with  him  in  his  pocket  a  refutation  of  those  charges  in*the  certifi- 
cates of  his  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meeting,  in  unity  among  themselves, 
very  generally,  and  that  unity  expressed  in  his  certificates,  with  him  and 
bis  religious  engagement,  I  think;  and  according  to  Joseph  Whiiall's 
testimony,  he  had  the  unity,  besides,  of  two-tkirds  of  the  Yearly  Meet- 
ing; and  according  to  the  ground  he  took,  I  think  he  was  not  answerable 
to  them  for  any  thing  of  the  kind  that  had  taken  place  at  home  among 
his  friends,  who  appeared  to  be  satisfied  with  him  and  his  services. 

Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Thursday  morning,  November  25,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Cross-ex- 
amination of  Abraham  Lower  continued.    Present  the  same  as  yesterday. 

Question  by  Mr.  Brown,  I  think  the  witness  will  perceive  that  his  last 
answer  does  not  meet  the  question;  and  I  must  call  the  attention  of  the 
witness  particularly  to  the  question,  and  request  him  to  answer  it. 

[The  question  being  again  read  to  the  witness,  he  further  answers,] 

To  the  best  of  my  recollection  of  what  I  then  understood,  and  have 
remained  under  that  understanding  to  this  present  time,  their  object  was 
to  itop  him;  something,  I  remember,  was  said  about  intercepting  him  in 
Jersey,  with  which  service  I  think  William  Newbold*8  name  was  con- 
nected: and  those  expressions  which  I  think  Jonathan  Evans  made  use 
of,  which  Ihave  recited-^**  they  can't  stop  him  at  home;"  that  is,  re- 
ferring to  his  friends  at  home  that  he  had  given  uneasiness  to,*—**  and 
unless  we  can  stop  him,"  of  words  to  that  effect,  **he  must  or  will  go 
on,"  or  something  to  that  effect,  I  cannot  preten^  to  be  positive  as  to  the 
precise  words.  I  would  add,  that  what  he  was  charged  with  as  offensive, 
irere,I  understand,  expressions  used  previous  to  his  obtaining  certificates 
for  this  service;  and  that  the  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  gave 
him  an  endorsement  on  his  certificate,  or  a  certificate  of  their  unity  with 
him :  and  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  also. 

Q.  This  committee,  when  appointed,  was  instructed  as  to  the  per- 
formance of  its  duty,  I  presume;^— I  would  know  of  the  witness  whether 
that  committee  was  not  instructed  to  inquire  of  Elias  Hicks,  in  the  first 
place,  whether  the  charges  against  him  were  true,  before  they  took  %tj 
%i  ^ther  proceedings  in  the  case? 

'  '      A.  I  have  endeavoured  to  embrace  in  my  previpui  answer  what  I  con- 
r,-  ,     Vol,  L— 53 
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sidcr  those  instructions  were ;  and  I  think  that  they  acted  and  seemed 
to  me  to  take  for  granted  that  the  charges  were  true;  and  all  their  sub- 
sequent acts  do  appear  to  me  to  establish  that  conclusion. 

Q.  Who  was  the  other  individual  that  testified  upon  that  occasion, 
(the  conference  I  mean)  to  the  unsound  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks? 

A.  I  don't  remember  any  body  but  Joseph  Whitall. 

Q.  I  think  you  have  said  in  a  former  part  of  your  examination,  that 
there  was  another  person  that  testified  on  that  occasion.  . 

A.  No;  I  said  there  was  another  person  called  upon^  but  not  that  he 
testified ;  if  it  is  down  so,  it  is  wrong. 

Q.    There  was  another  person  called  upon,  you  say ;  who  was  that 

person? 

A.  I  said  he  was  deceased;  and  with  the  approbation  of  the  examiner 
and  parties  concerned,  I  will  omit  the  name;  but  I'll  give  it,  if  it  is  desired. 

Q.  The  name  of  William  Newbold,  who  is  also  deceased,  has  been 
given ;  and  unless  there  were  good  reason  to  the  contrary,  I  wish  the 
witness  to  give  the  name. 

A.  It  was  Richard  Jordan. 

Q.  Was  he  not  present  at  the  whole  of  that  conference,  and  assenting 
to  its  proceedings? 

A.  The  conference  was  not  a  long  one,  and  I  don't  remember  that  he 
said  any  thing. 

Q.  Of  course  he  made  no  objection  to  the  proceedings? 

A.  What  I  have  said  is  my  answer. 

Q.  Was  he  not  an  eminent  and  acceptable  minister  in  the  society? 

A.  He  had  been  so  very  generally  esteemed :  I  did  so  esteem  him,  at 
a  most  distinguishedly  excellent  minister  of  the  gospel;  and  I  have  no 
disposition  to  disturb  the  repose  of  the  dead,  and  their  reputation,  and 
hope  I  shall  not  be  questioned  further  about  him,  since  that  time. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  committee  being  got  up  in  Pine  street  meet- 
ing for  a  new  nomination  of  overseers.  Was  not  that  committee  ap- 
pointed at  the  regular  period  prescribed  by  the  discipline? 

A.  I  was  not  there,  and  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  or  not. 

Q.  Have  you  any  common  reputation  on  the  subject? 

A.  I  have  none. 

Q.  Did  not  the  proposition  for  the  appointment  come  from  the  over- 
seers themselves,  in  the  regular  order  of  society,  because  the  usual  period 
of  their  service  was  about  expiring? 

A.  I  don't  remember  to  have  heard. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  there  was  a  meeting  of  some  Friends  at 
Samuel  Bettle's,  previous  to  the  conference  of  the  members  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  1822 — are  you  clear  that  any  such  meeting 
took  place?  if  so,  state  all  you  know  respecting  that  meeting. 

A.  I  have  no  other  evidence  of  such  a  meeting  than  what  I  stated  on 
my  examination,  to  have  got  from  Jonathan  Evans's  information.  And 
I  always  thought  of  that  transaction,  or  statement,  that  he  did  not  use 
his  friend  Samuel  Bettle  well;  it  seemed  to  me  ungentlemanly,  because 
I  had  charged  him,  Jonathan  Evans,  with  being  the  author  of  all  this 
mischief;  that  is,  the  rupture  that  had  commenced  among  Friends.  He 
said  it  was  false,  for  there  were  a  few  Friends  together  before  at  Samuel 
Bettle's;  and  when  in  that  caucus,  I  found  Jonathan  Evans  accusen— 
Joseph  Whitall,  and  Richard  Jordan  called  upon  as  witnesses;  and  this, 
as  Jonathan  Evans  stated,  as  the  first  meeting,  which  I  call  a  caucus 


meeting  at  Samuel  Bettlc's  house,  I  conclude  of  course,  that  Samuel 
Bettle  made  one  of  them. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  few  individuals  having  subverted  the  disci- 
pline of  the  society*— «will  you  please  to  point  out  the  rules  of  discipline 
which  they  subverted? 

A.  I  consider  that  the  discipline  was  violated  in  the  act  of  William 
Evans  publicly  opposing  and  denouncing  Priscilla  Hunt  and  her  minis- 
try at,  I  think,  a  large  public  meeting  for  worship  held  at  Pine  street. 
The  opposition,  that  I  understood,  he  also  manifested  at  that  meeting, 
by  showing  a  mark  of  dislike,  and  keeping  his  seat  for  some  time  while 
she  was  in  the  solemn  act  of  supplication,  until  he  was  taken  hold  of 
and  gently  admonished  to  rise,  by  a  touch,  or  taking  hold  of  the  arm. 
At  the  same  meeting,  I  mean  Pine  street  meeting,  on  one  occasion, 
Jonathan  Evans,  at  the  close  of  the  meeting,  refused,  according  to  cus- 
tom, in  the  breaking  up  of  the  meeting  for  worship,  to  give  Elias  Hicks 
his  hand,  which  he  offered  him,  thus  showing  a  dislike  or  contempt 
which,  I  think,  would  be  considered  to  disgrace  barbarians,  and  which 
hostile,  offensive  demeanour  has  been  practised  very  many  times  by  the 
party,  showing  dislike  in  public,  which  is  a  violation  of  the  discipline. 
The  opposition  in  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly'Meeting,  particularly  mani- 
fested towards  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  in  the  cir- 
cumstances I  have  recited,  the  want  of  unity,  or  rather  the  disregard  they 
manifested  of  a  unity  in  forcing  or  urging  their  clerk,  one  of  their  party, 
in  each  instance,  where  there  were  different  clerks,  being  under  their 
control,  that  whatever  might  have  been  the  voice  of  the  meeting,  or  a 
general  or  large  expression  of  the  voice  of  the  meeting,  the  clerk,  for  the 
reasons  given,  would  of  course  determine  according  to  their  conclusions; 
and  by  their  boisterous  opposition  denouncing,  telling  the  representa- 
tives of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  that  they  had  no  right  to  be 
heard,  to  ^^  sit  down^*'  and  various  other  acts  which  I  have  recited,  and 
don't  think  necessary  to  recite  again;  violating  that  wholesome  injunc- 
tion contained  in  the  book  of  Discipline,  '^  that  all  our  meetings,"  per- 
haps it  is,  *'  be  held  in  the  power  of  truth,  and  conducted  with  decency, 
forbearance,  and  love  of  each  other."  But  one  of  the  most  prominent 
acts  of  the  violation  of  the  discipline,  was  the  interference  of  the  select 
Quarterly  Meeting,  whose  concerns  were  governed  and  controlled  in  a 
very  eminent  and  general  degree  by  Thomas  Stewardson,  who,  I  think, 
was  its  clerk.  Jonathan  Evans,  Samuel  Bettle,  Thomas  Wistar,  Ellis 
Yarnall,  Caleb  Peirce,  William  Evans,  and  their  wives,  sitting  in  that 
meeting,  had  their  share  of  the  governing  influence— Edward  Randolph, 
and  a  considerable  of  others  of  their  party,  that  when  Leonard  Snowdon 
was  released  by  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  from  further  services  as 
an  elder,  these  influential  persons  in  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting  got  up 
a  remonstrance,  or  something  in  that  nature,  and  presented  to  the  gene- 
ral Quarterly  Meeting,  in  which  transaction  this  rule  of  discipline  was 
violated,  [the  witness  reads  from  the  discipline  exhibited,]  ^  none  of  the 
said  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders,  are  in  anywise  to  interfere  with 
the  business  of  any  meeting  for  discipline."  And  which  interference 
being  persisted  in,  adopted  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  they  them- 
selves being  the  controlling  members  of  the  Quarter,  for  the  reasons  I 
have  given,  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting  uniting,  or  rather  having 
the  control  of  the  clerk,  arbitrarily  sanctioning  this  violation,  broke  the 
discipline;  and  thus  persisting  in  the  violation  of  the  discipline,  by  their 


arbitrary  construction,  were  the  makers  of  discipline.  All  its  compo- 
nent members  from  that  period  must,  I  think,  be  considered  as  released 
from  any  subordination  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting.  The  attempt  further 
to  sustain  Leonard  Snowdon,  and  promote  his  appearing,  as  they  did  in 
an  appeal  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  against  the  legitimate  act  of  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  in  releasing  him  from  service  as  an  elder— no 
such  a  privilege  of  appealing,  being  for  the  office  of  an  elder,  being  pro- 
vided for  in  the  discipline.  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  having  in* 
formed  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  that  case,  that  Leonard  Snowdon  wu 
not  deprived  of  any  of  his  rights  as  a  member— he  knew  that:  he  attended 
to  his  duties  as  a  member  of  society.  Friends  of  the  Yearly  Meeting 
had  the  opportunity  of  discovering  that,  by  his  name  appearing  as  a 
committee-man  on  the  minutes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  which  were 
read  in  that  meeting.  Their  sustaining,  too,  Ann  Scattergood  and  Mary 
Taylor  in  their  representation  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  that  they  were 
aggrieved  by  the  proceedings  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  And 
what  was  the  grievance?  why,  releasing  them  from  the  service  that  tbej 
had  appointed  them  to,  the  office  of  elders;  because  they  were  in  disunity 
with  their  Monthly  Meeting;  nay,  hostile  against  iu  and  hence  not  quali- 
fied to  be  its  representatives  with  regard  to  ^heir  duties  as  elders.  This 
too  was  construed  into  an  appeal  case;  first  attempted  by  the  Quarterly 
Meeting,  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting,  but  meeting  with  such  general 
and  powerful  opposition,  they  did  not  dare  then,  even  in  the  plenitude  of 
their  power,  with  a  clerk  devoted  to  them,  to  make  such  a  caae  of  it 
But  their  committee  did,  and  called  upon  Green  street  meeting  to  get 
them  to  join  them  in  this  violation  of  the  discipline,  or,  perhaps  more 
strictly  speaking,  thus  violating  the  discipline  by  assuming  to  makediif 
cipline.  Here  again  absolving  all  subordinate  meetings  or  members 
from  any  duties  which  the  discipline  might  require  of  them  towards  the 
Quarterly  Meeting,  acting  under  the  discipline.  And  hence,  when  I  said 
if  they  would  so  violate  the  discipline  in  the  case  I  then  treated  oi^ 
towards  a  subordinate  meeting,  '^  they  might  send  us,  I  think  were  the 
words,  a  pilgrimage  over  the  mountains."  I  meant  to  be  understood, 
that  they  might  thus,  by  arbitrarily  exercising  power  under  colour  of 
the  discipline,  join  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  to  Muncy  Monthly 
Meeting,  which  is  over  the  mountains;  because  there  are  no  limits  to 
arbitrary  power,  but  the  will  of  those  who  exercise  it. 

Q.  I  will  now  ask  the  witness,  whether  the  ruU9  he  has  mentioned,  are 
the  only  ones  which  he  means  to  say  have  been  broken? 

A.  I  will,  to  be  as  satisfactory  as  I  can  in  my  answer,  refer  to  the 
discipline.  I  say  that  this  rule  of  discipline  has  been  violated,  by  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  and  the  general  Quarterly 
Meeting,  in  their  interference  with  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting. 
[The  witness  cites  and  reads  from  page  63,  of  the  discipline  ex- 
hibited,] •'  This  meeting  agrees,  that  each  Monthly  Meeting  choose 
two  or  more  Friends  of  each  sex  to  sit  with  the  ministers,  and  they  to- 
gether to  compose  a  meeting,  to  be  denominated  a  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  ministers  and  elders ;  taking  care  that  the  Friends  chosen  for  that 
service  be  prudent,  solid  Friends,  and  that  they  carefully  discharge  the 
trust,  confided  to  them."   This  rule,  I  say  too,  was  violated. 

Q.  Are  there  any  other  of  these  rules, besides  those  you  have  mentioned, 
that  have  been  violated? 

A.  I  refer  to  another  rule,  namely,  the  obligation  to  unity,  as  contain- 
ed in  the  book  of  discipline,  which  has  also  been  violated.     I  am  under 
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the  impression  that  what  is  inquired  after  will  be  found  in  the  '*  state- 
ment of  facts,"  which  is  made  an  exhibit  in  this  cause,  (marked  C.) 
Those  violation's  of  the  discipline,  which  I  have  mentioned,  in  my  ex- 
amination in  general,  and  on  my  cross-examination^  are, in  my  estimation! 
the  breaking  up  and  dissolving  of  the  society  into  its  individual  elements, 
of  individual  members;  and,  therefore,  no  accountability  can  be  reason- 
ably expected  to  bind  those  that  are  thus  arbitrarily  deprived  of  their 
rights,  under  that  disciplinei  andy  therefore,  I  refer  you  to  the  discipline 
in  general. 

Q.  Had  not  those  ministers  to  whom  you  have  alluded,  been  treated 
with  by  elders  on  account  of  their  ministry,  before  any  persons  kept 
their  seats  during  the  time  of  their  appearance  in  prayer? 

A.  In  the  outrage  committed  against  at  least  common  civility,  in  the 
violation  of  the  discipline  against  Priscilla  Hunt,  as  it  was  her  first  ap- 
pearance in  Philadelphia,  I  think,  the  opposition  then  manifested,  I  can- 
not suppose  could  have  been  according  to  discipline.  If  it  was,  I  must 
suppose  that  they  judged  before  they  heard  her,  and  that  would  have 
been  an  unreasonable  thing — and  impossible.  I  was  not  present,  at  least, 
I  think  I  was  not  present*  at  Arch  street  meeting,  when  John  Mott  was 
attacked  publicly  in  the  meeting,  in  such  a  way,  as  to  give  dissatisfac- 
tion, by  Thomas  Wis  tar.  A  dissatisfaction  was  manifested  by  some  re- 
monstrance, I  think,  by  Doctor  Parrish,  I  think  on  that  account ;  and  if 
I  had  my  recollection  of  the  various  circumstances  o{  opposition  aermam 
and  prayers^  it  certainly  must  be  in  violation  of  the  discipline  as  regards 
unity,  tending  to  break  up  the  bonds  of  society,  I  think  your  patience 
would  fail  you  to  hear  them.  AlVather  singular  case  occurred,  when 
what  was  understood  to  be  an  opposition  prayer^  after  excellent  service  in 
the  line  of  the  ministry,  of  a  man^-this  novel  circumstance  occurred. 
At  the  close  of  the  prayer^  there  appeared  to  be  two  clerks,  as  they  would 
say  in  an  Episcopal  church,  or  analogous  to  that  people,  Thomas  Evans 
and  Joseph  Sansom,  spoke  out  loud  amen.  It  was  one  of  those  things 
which  showed  on  the  part  of  those  individuals,  however  right  the  act 
might  have  been  where  custom  and  usage  sanctioned  it,  I  understood  it  to 
be  an  indication  of  something  a  little  different  at  least  from  the  pure 
spirit  of  gospel  love. 

Q.  To  return  to  Priscilla  Hunt;  are  you  certain  that  she  had  not  been 
spoken  to  by  the  elders  of  other  meetings,  than  those  in  the  city,  before 
the  circumstance  that  took  place? 

A.  I  am  not  sure  that  she  was  not  spoken  to  as  so  stated:  but  as  she 
had  certificates  from  her  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meeting  of  their  unity 
with  her  as  a  minister,  and  setting  her  at  liberty  to  perform  the  prospect 
of  duty  in  an  extensive  visit  to  Friends,  I  conceive  that  if  she  had  been 
so  spoken  to,  by  individuals  out  of  Philadelphia,  that  it  was  not  the 
business  of  elders  in  Philadelphia  to  condemn  an  individual  unheard, and 
thus  publicly  proscribe  her;  which  that  opposition  manifested  was  cal- 
culated to  do. 

Q.  Were  the  observations  of  Thomas  Wistar  respecting  the  senti- 
ments delivered  by  John  Mott,  made  in  the  meeting  for  worship? 

A.  I  think  not.  It  only  alters  the  circumstances  by  there  being  fewer 
witnesses  of  the  infraction  of  the  discipline,  and  breach  of  the  unity,  es- 
pecially as  he  was  not  a  member  of  that  meeting. 

Q.  Has  every  member  of  the  society  an  equal  right  to  express  his  sen- 
timents in  meetings  for  discipline? 
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A.  I  have  always  so  understood  it,  and  it  has  always  been  so  prac- 
tised, by  those  who  were  disposed  to  exercise  their  rights;  unless  inti- 
inidated,  in  the  cases  I  have  recitedj  but  I  refer  you  to  the  discipline. 

Q.  You  have  stated,  that  from  the  time  Samuel  Settle  saw  Elias  Hicks 
in  Ohio,  up  to  the  period  when,  as  you  say,  he  was  marshalled  against 
bim,  he  had  no  opportunity  of  hearing  Elias  Hicks  express  any  sentl- 
xnents.  Do  you  not  recollect  that  Ellas  Hicks,  on  his  return  from  Ohio, 
spent  some  time  in  Philadelphia,  and  held  a  number  of  public  meetings? 

A.  If  I  have  stated  as  the  counsel  has  mentioned,  I  wish  to  correct 
that  statement ;  and  should  be  glad  it  was  referred  to.  [The  testimony  of 
the  witness  on  this  subject,  on  his  examination  in  chief,  was  referred  to 
and  read.]  From  the  time  of  his,  Samuel  Bettle's,  so  expressing  himself 
to  me,  was  what  I  certainly  meant:  and,  moreover,  I  have  understood 
that  when  he  returned  to  Philadelphia^  the  kindness  and  hospitality  of 
Samuel  Bettle,  towards 'that  good  old  man,  was  manifested,  perhaps, 
several  times  when  in  the  city,  after  their  visit  to  Ohio,  by  his  inviting 
him  to  his  house,  and  entertaining  him ;  and  after  this  circumstance  of 
Elias'  being  in  Philadelphia,  Samuel  Bettle  told  me  of  this  rebuke  or  re- 
monstrance, that  he  administered  to  Jonathan  Evans,  that  I  have  before 
spoken  of,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  You  say,  that  the  elders  of  Philadelphia  met  together  contrary  to 
the  discipline.  Will  you  state  the  rule  of  discipline,  which  prohibited 
them  from  thus  meeting? 

A.  I  again  refer  you  to  the  discipline,  and  whatever  obligation  is  not 
conceded  by  the  members  of  society  ia  that  discipline,  forming  the  code 
of  rules  by  which  the  society  is  boutid  together,  is  reserved,  as  in  the 
cases  of  the  compacts  of  the  civil  governments.  And  as  I  think  there 
can't  be  found  in  that  discipline  authority  from  it  to  combine  together 
in  the  way  they  did,  but  prescribing  their  duties,  confining  their  sphere 
of  operations  to  the  limits  of  their  particular  Monthly  Meetings,  as  re- 
presentatives of  the  Monthly  Meetings  in  such  cases — because  the  very 
circumstance  of  such  a  combination  violates  the  discipline,  which  pre- 
scribes that  the  individual  first  concerned,  shall  state  that  uneasiness  to 
the  individual  giving  occasion  for  that  concern,  and  which  I  never  heard 
pretended  on  the  part  of  the  elders,  in  the  case  of  the  two  informers, 
Comfort  and  Bell;  and  who  were  justly^disowned,  as  I  conceive,  by  a 
Monthly  Meeting  of  which  they  were  members,  sanctioned  by  the  Quar- 
terly Meeting  of  Abington, — and  I  would  fefjpr  to  the  discipline  relative 
to  ^*  defamation  and  detraction,^'  under  which  they  were  disowned,  and 
against  which  they  were  sustained  by  the  faction,  as  a  matter  relevant 
in  the  case,  with  regard  to  the  jurisdiction  of  elders,  corroborating  my 
statement,  that  their  duties  were  confined  within  the  limits  of  their  re- 
spective Monthly  Meetings;  because,  when  they  remove  from  one  Month- 
ly Meeting  to  another,  they  remove  as  simple  members,  and  their  office 
or  appointment  as  elders,  cease, — and  in  Philadelphia,  on  a  removal 
from  one  side  of  the  street  to  the  other,  their  appointment  ceases,  they 
arc  no  more  elders — until  reappointed,  or  appointed  by  the  meeting  they 
remove  to. 

Q,  Previous  to  the  elders  thus  meeting,  had  not  Elias  Hicks  been  pri- 
vately laboured  with  by  one  of  their  number? 

A.  Not  till  after  Joseph  Whitall  had  violated  the  discipline,  in  pro- 
mulgating his  accusations  against  him,  and  Comfort  and  Bell  had  been 
encouraged  by  thom,  or  their  accusations  received, — therefore,  the  dis- 
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cipline  was  violated  by  the  elders  without  having  their  knowledge  in  the 
way  the  discipline  points  out.  They  broke  the  discipline  in  the  encou- 
ragement they  gave  all  three  of  those  men,  Whitall  and  others,  who  had 
thus  degraded  themselves  to  become  informers.  The  elders  themselves, 
in  their  unlawful  combination,  put  themselves  on  a  level  with  those  vio- 
lators of  the  discipline,  and  consequently  made  themselves  parties  against 
Elias  Hicks,  and  the  discipline,  and  all  who  were  determined  to  support 
it ;  and  therefore,  I  conceive  that  any  inquiry  predicated  upon  such  a 
circumstance  is  of  little  importance,  if  not  irrelevant  in  the  case. 

Q.  Were  there  not  at  that  time  a  number  of  persons,  besides  the  el- 
ders of  Philadelphia,  who  seemed  to  apprehend  that  Elias  Hicks  held 
unsound  doctrines? 

A.  I  tell  you  how  the  thing  used  to  stand:  when  Elias  Hicks  would 
come  to  Philadelphia,  in  his  preaching  of  the  glorious  and  everlasting 
gospel  of  Jesus  Christ,  his  illustrations  and  reasoning  were  addressed  to 
the  understandings  of  the  hearers  as  rtaaonable  beings^  confined  to  things 
that  they  could  understand  ;  brought  home  to  the  hearers;  and  the  obli- 
gation of  obedience  to  the  discoveries  made  to  them  of  their  duties,  had 
such  an  effect,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extended,  of  producing  almost, 
if  not,  as  far  as  I  know,  general  approbation;  and  when  he  passed  away, 
this  kind  of  observation  would  be  common, — you'd  hear  it  uttered  and 
reiterated  in  the  course  of  social  intercourse, — '•  He  is  an  extraordinary 
man" — '*  He  is  a  hundred  years  ahead  of  us^'  and  then  the  thing  would 
end  in  this  admiration,  and  universal  approbation ; — until  a  letter  was 
written  by  Thomas  Eddy  of  New  York,  of  a  very  defamatory  nature, 
denouncing  Elias  Hicks  as  unsound;  Edward  Randolph,  an  elder  of  the 
northern  district  Monthly  Meeting,  called  upon  ih'e  at  my  shop, — told 
roe  of  this  letter, — invited  me  to  go  to  Othniel  Alsop's  counting  house, 
he  standing  in  the  station  of  a  minister  with  the  Orthodox, — Alsop  read 
the  letter,  such  of  it  as  was  of  that  denunciatory  character  as  condemn- 
ed Elias  Hicks  as  unsound,— «which  letter  had  an  envelope  that  was  not 
read  to  me ;  but  went  on  to  state,  as  I  understand,  that  Benjamin  War- 
der might  copy  the  letter,— -that  odious  part  of  it,  I  suppose,  so  as  that 
it  would  not  appear  in  his,  Eddy's,  handwriting,  and  I  think  gave  au- 
thority that  ten  copies  of  it  might  be  printed.  Some  how  or  other  the 
letter  did  get  printed;  Benjamin  was  not  so  careful  of  it  as  I  suppose  he 
intended  to  be.  Joseph  Rakestraw,  a  man  who  ranks  with  them  now, 
got  the  letter,  and  it  was  printed ;  from  which  time,  I  think,  there  com- 
menced some  talk  about  the  unsoundness  of  Elias  Hicks;  though  Eddy 
had  to  make  an  acknowledgment  to  his  Monthly  Meeting  for  thus  vio- 
lating the  discipline;  and  had  not  this  Orthodox  party  who  were  favour- 
ers of  this  infamous  project  of  destroying  a  righteous  man's  reputation, 
I  think  those  who  acted  in  it  would  have  had  to  have  made  similar  ac- 
knowledgments under  the  right  administration  of  the  discipline  for 
violating  the  rule  or  rules,  on  charity  and  unity,  defamation  and  detrac- 
tion. 

Q.  Had  not  he,  Elias  Hicks,  previously  written  a  letter  to  William 
B.  Irish,  of  Pittsburg,  which  had  been  published  in  New  York,  and  an 
Essay,  called  Wisdom  justified  of  her  children,  which  some  Friends 
considered  as  inculcating  unsound  doctrines? 

A.  I  remember  to  have  heard  that  such  productions  were  ascribed  to, 
or  were  said  to  be  written  by,  Elias  Hicks;  but  when  they  were  written, 
I  can't  pretend  to  say. 
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Q.  After  the  elders  of  Philadelphia  had  souf.ht  a  private  opportunity 
with  Elias  Hicks,  and  he  had  declined  giving  it,  did  they  do  any  thing 
more  in  his  case  than  address  him  the  two  letters  of  which  you  have 
spoken? 

A.  I  was,  I  suppose,  proscribed  by  them,— was  going  to  say,  had  tki 
honour  of  being  proscribed  by  them,  as  well  as  Elias  Hicks,  so  far  as  not 
to  be  admitted  into  their  secret  assemblies  held  on  account  of  £iiu 
Hicks,  and  therefore  cannot  tell  all  their  doings. 

Q.  Does  not  the  discipline  make  it  the  duty  of  elders  to  watch  over, 
admofiish  or  reprove  ministers,  as  they  may  deem  necessary? 

A.  As  I  have  referred  you  to  the  discipline,  you  will  find  their  duties 
prescribed  there. 

Q.  Had  it  not  always  been  customary  in  the  society  for  the  interviews 
between  ministers  and  elders  relating  to  the  ministry,  to  be  confined  to 
themselves  only? 

A.  Well,  I  might  again  refer  to  the  discipline.  Previously  to  that  or- 
ganization of  that  body  of  elders,  out  of  the  order  of  society,  and  not 
conformable  to  discipline,  it  had  been  the  order  of  society  to  act  under 
the  discipline,  and  as  a  particular  reference  seems  to  be  desired,  per- 
haps I  could  turn  to  it.  [The  witness  looks  over  the  discipline  exhibit- 
ed, and  cites  page  63,  and  reads,]  ^'  Let  them  be  admonished  in  love 
and  tenderness,  by  the  elders  or  overseers  where  they  live,  and  if  they 
prove  refractory  and  refuse  to  acknowledge  their  faults,  let  them  be  fur- 
ther dealt  with  in  the  wisdom  of  truth  as  the  case  may  require."  This 
is  to  the  point;  but  the  general  reference  which  I  have  made  to  the  dis- 
cipline will  show  the  duties  of  members  of  society,  ministers  and 
elders. 

Q.  Was  it  not  a  very  unusual  circumstance  for  a  large  number  of  per- 
sons to  be  collected  both  from  the  city  and  country  upon  such  an  occa- 
sion? 

A.  Not  so  unusual  by  any  means,  as  to  see  a  large  number  of  elders, 
collected  together  from  different  Monthly  Meetings,  to  try  a  minister, 
having  witnesses  concealed  in  the  neighbourhood,  to  bring  in;  and  by  a 
mock  trial  in  a  court  of  their  own  establishing,  their  witnesses  and  them- 
selves forming  a  party  against  him,  denying  him  the  right  of  having  any 
but  the  one  solitary  friend  with  him  from  his  own  home,  excluding  those 
Friends  who  were  from  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting,  who  were  wit- 
nesses that  he  had  preached  no  unsound  doctrines.  This  was  all  muck 
more  extraordinary  than  that  fifteen,  or  even  say  twenty,  members  of 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  who  understood  themselves  to  be  impli- 
cated in  that  arraignment  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  a  few  Friends  from  the' 
country,  should  have  been  there.  Besides,  I  undertook  to  be  spokesman 
on  behalf  of  my  fellow  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
said,  that  if  these  elders  objected  to  other  persons  being  present  thsn 
members  of  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  that  I  had  no  doubt  bnt 
that  they  would  withdraw— and  I  think  they  would  have  done  so:  but 
Thomas  Wistar  replied,  **  unless  all  leave,  except  Elias  and  his  com- 
panion, we  will  withdraw." 

Q.  Did  you  ever  before  know  of  such  a  circumstance  as  that  I  htfc 
alluded  to  in  my  last  question?  if  so,  state  when  and  where. 

A.  No,  I  never  did  know  of  such  a  circumstance,  nor  nobody  else  that 
I  ever  heard  of,  of  such  an  intolerable,  arbitrary  assumption  of  power. 

Q.  Were  not  John  Comly  from  Byberry,  John  Hunt  from  Darby,  and 
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Kobert  Moore  of  Easton,  Maryland,  present,  and  also  several  persons 
vrho  were  neither  ministers  nor  elders? 

A.  Yes,  they  were  there,  much  to  their  credit,  to  hold  up  the  hands 
and  support  him  by  their  countenance,  when  he  was  so  assaulted  by  a 
body  of  elders,  convened,  who  had  not  one  scrawl  of  discipline  to  support 
them  in  it;  the  commencement  of  their  proceedings  being  irregular,  and* 
their  combination  irregular. 

Q.  You  have  asserted  that  a  deputation  from  the  elders  waited  on  two 
of  the  members  of  your  meeting,  to  dissuade  them  from  assisting  Elias 
Hicks  in  his  visit  to  the  families*— *wa8  there  any  deputation  appointed 
by  the  elders  for  that  purpose? 

A.  We,  that  were  not  in  their  secret  conclave,  cannot  tell  much  about 
that;  I  am  sure  I  can't;  but  I  did  understand  that  at  least  one  of  their 
number  did  wait  on  those  two  persons;  and  as  it  appeared  they  had  left 
a  rule  of  discipline  prescribing  their  duty,  and  that  as  they  had  combined 
together,  of  course,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  every  person  that  acted  on 
that  occasion,  of  that  body^  acted  under  their  appointment,  counsel,  or 
direction. 

Q.  When  a  minister  is  travelling  on  a  religious  visit,  with  a  certi6cate, 
is  he  not  accountable  tq  the  society  where  he  travels  for  his  conduct  and 
ministry? 

A.  As  the  discipline  may  be  liable  to  various  constructions,  I  refer 
you  to  it,  and  you  can  make  your  own  construction  to  please  yourselves. 

Q.  Suppose  he  commits  an  immoral  act  at  a  great  distance  from  his 
home,  and  does  not  choose  to  return  within  the  limits  of  his  own  meeting, 
is  he  irresponsible  to  Friends  elsewhere,  and  are  they  bound  to  receive 
him  as  a  member  and  minister  in  unity? 

A.  I  think  not;  but  they  are  bound  to  pursue  such  a  course,  conse- 
quently, as  the  discipline  prescribes:  but  then  as  that  prescribes  no 
eaucussing^  they  must  keep  clear  of  that. 

Q.  Suppose  while  out  on  a  visit  he  should  begin  to  preach  in  favour 
of  war  and  oaths,  would  the  society  where  he  came,  be  obliged  to  receive 
him  as  an  approved  minister  in  unity? 

A.  I  think  not;  but  then  they  must  look  to  their  constitution,  that  is, 
their  discipline,  and  there  see  that  they  have  gone  straight,  according 
to  its  injunctions;  because  though  there  might  be  a  real  offence  for  which 
a  member  is  disownable,  as  in  the  case  instanced,  ye\  if  the  meeting  who 
treated  with  him,  acted  irregular,  and  not  as  the  discipline  prescribes, 
he  should  appeal  against  the  judgment  of  those  who  had  prosecuted  him: 
I  think  the  want  of  keeping  to  the  discipline  has  returned  such  persons 
on  society,  though  the  offence  was  real,  but  the  proceedings  irregular, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Monthly  and  Quarterly  Meetings  hence  reversed* 

Q.  If  he  still  persisted  in  promulgating  such  sentiments,  and  prose- 
cuting his  visit,  would  not  the  elders  be  authorized  in  advising  him  to 
return  home? 

A.  Certainly,-if  they  went  in  an  orderly  manner,  as  the  discipline  pre- 
scribes; but  if  they  are  in  disorder  in  their  treatment  with  him,  then  sup- 
posing his  offence  to  be  real,  they  would  be  on  a  par  with  him, — both 
offenders  together.  \ 

Q.  If  after  leaving  home,  he  should  promulgate  atneistical  doctrine, 
and  deny  the  christian  religion,  would  the  society  be  bound  to  receive 
him  as  a  minister  in  unity,  and  permit  him  to  go  on  promulgating  such 
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pernicious  sentiments^  merely  because  he  had  certificates  from  his  meet- 
ings at  home?    ' 

A.  I  have  before  referred  you  to  the  discipline  of  the  society;  I  have 
acknowledged  that  the  members  of  the  society  are  to  be  governed  by  the 
rules  of  the  discipline;  and  as  to  doctrines,  and  my  opinion  about  the 
administration  concerning  doctrines,  I  tell  you  again,  that  temporal  eaurii 
have  nothing  to  do  with  them. 

Q.  Has  it  not  often  happened  that  elders  have  admonished  travelling 
ministers  who  have  come  among  them? 

A.  I  have  never  known  much  of  that,  until  orthodoxy  raised  her  te^ 
rible  crest;  since  which,  I  have  heard  of  some  instances. 

Q.  Was  not  Hannah  Barnard  taken  under  care  for  her  unsoundness 
in  doctrine  while  travelling  in  England,  with  certificates  from  her  Month- 
ly, Quarterly,  and  Yearly  Meetings,  and  desired  to  return  home  without 
prosecuting  her  proposed  visit? 

A.  I  don't  know  much  about  Hannah  Barnard's  history,  but  I  think 
the  proceedings  queried  after,  took  place:  but  I  know  very  little  about 
the  history  of  that  transaction — I  never  read  her  defence,  nor  the  justi- 
fication of  her  accusers,  that  I  know  of:  but  one  thing  I  do  just  now 
remember  about  it,  which  was  a  little  remarkable;  that  while  the  case, 
perhaps  of  her  appeal,  was  pending  before  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London, 
I  think  Caleb  Peirce  told  mc,  many  years  ago,  that,  I  think,  it  was  Joseph 
Gurney  Bevan  seemed  to  act,  as  the  lawyers  would  say,  ^*  as  attorney 
for  the  prosecution ;"  a  man  of  talents,  who  had  his  notes,  not  like  me; 
and  there  pleaded  like  a  lawyer  for  two  hours,  in  the  Yearly  Meeting. 
I  think  that's  about  the  amount  of  the  information  I  have  of  the  case; 
and  I  think  that  such  a  manner  of  proceeding  seemed  very  much  at  va- 
riance with  the  practice  of  the  simple,  upright  Quaker. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Friday  morning,  November  S6, 1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  Cross-examina- 
tion of  Abraham  Lower  continued.     Present,  the  same' as  yesterday. 

Question  by  Mr.  Brown,  Was  she  not  subsequently  disowned  by  her 
Monthly  Meeting  in  this  country,  for  that  unsoundness  in  doctrine,  and 
did  she  not  appeal  to  the  superior  meetings,  and  did  not  they  confirm  the 
judgment  of  the  Monthly  Meeting? 

Answer.  I  remember  to  have  heard  of  her  disownment — but  I  have 
no  recollection  of  having  heard  before  of  her  appealing.  I  am  very  igno- 
rant of  the  case. 

Q.  In  the  meeting,  of  which  you  have  spoken,  called  to  consider  the 
proposal  of  Elias  Hicks  to  visit  the  families  of  Green  street  Meeting, 
did  not  Leonard  Snowdon  and  Joseph  Scattergood  object  to  his  pro- 
ceeding in  the  visit? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  their  having  made  any  objections,  other 
than,  I  think,  there  was  either  objections,  or  a  proposition  that  he  should 
wait  till  the  Monthly  Meeting  come — if  they  made  objections,  that,  I 
think,  was  the  nature  of  the  objection;  and  Elias  Hicks  perhaps  ex- 
plained a  mistake  he  was  under,  in  his  apprehension  of  the  limits  of 
North  meeting  and  Green  street;  he  supposing  that  the  lines  of  both 
meetings  would  terminate  by  a  line  running  cast  and  west.  The  Month- 
ly Meeting  of  the  northern  district,  was  formerly  the  northernmost 
meeting;  but  is  now  bounded  by  a  line  south  of  the  line  of  Green  street, 
of  which  he  was  not  aware;  and  therefore  included  both  meetings  in  his 
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prospect  of  the  family  visit.  When  on  the  proposition,  if  such  a  propo- 
sition was  made,  and  I  think  it  was,  most  probably  by  Leonard  Snow- 
don,  for  him  to  wait  until  the  Monthly  Meeting  come,  he,  Elias  Hicks, 
informed  us  that  it  was  the  practice  in  their  Yearly  Meeting,  under  such 
circumstances,  for  Friends  to  be  permitted  to  proceed  in  the  prosecution 
of  similar  service;  and  unless  we  were  willing  that  he  should  proceed 
on  in  the  performance  of  the  service,  he  intimated  that  he  should  feel 
himself  at  liberty  to  proceed  on  home.  We  that  were  collected,  being 
the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  except,  I  think,  himself 
and  his  companion,  were  generally  united  in  the  conclusion,  as  approved 
of  in  our  conference  together,  that  we  were  not  willing  to  detain  him| 
nor  disposed  to  be  disappointed  of  the  visit.  Arrangements  were  ac- 
cordingly made  by  us  for  his  commencing,  and  as  was  customary  in  such 
a  case,  an  elder  of  the  meeting  to  be  visited,  was  looked  to  as  a  com- 
panion for  him  in  the  service.  Leonard  Snowdon  was  named;  and  all 
the  objection  I  remember  him  to  have  made,*  was  the  plea  that  it  would 
not  suit  him,  on  account  of  his  age  and  infirmities.  And  I  am  of  the 
mind  that  he  named  Samuel  Noble,  one  of  our  elders,  to  that  servicey 
which  he  undertook;  and  continued  with  him  till  the  visit  was  perform- 
ed, I  think.  I  remember  Leonard  Snowdon  at  the  close  of  that  meet- 
ing, when  we  three  stood  close  together,  uttered  a  caution  to  Elias  Hicks 
to  this  amount,  '^  that  he  hoped  he,  Elias,  would  keep  out  of,  or  refrain 
from, matters  of  speculation""— the  old  man  signified  promptly,  that "  he 
did  not  meddle  with  such  matters,"  or  to  that  effect;  that  he  was  care- 
ful not  to  meddle  with  such  matters.  We  all  know,  who  heard  him, 
that  he  was  very  remarkable  in  his  religious  service,  to  treat  on  things 
that  could  be  understood—and,  I  think,  he  was  very  careful  to  keep 
out  of  speculation,  or  unintelligible  dogmas,  in  matters  of  religion. 

Q.  What  was  the  ground  of  dissatisfaction  with  those  two  elders  in 
your  meeting? 

A.  The  want  of  unity  on  their  part  with  the  meeting,  which  circum- 
stance made  it  the  duty  of  the  meeting  to  notice  them  aa  offenders 
against  the  discipline — an  article  of  which  is,  *^  are  the  lives  and  con- 
versation of  ministers  and  elders  clear  and  blameless  amongst  men— are 
they  in  unity  one  with  another,  and  with  the  meeting  they  belong  to?" 
[The  witness  reads  .the  said  sentence  from  page  96  of  the  discipline  ex- 
hibited.] I  have  before  referred  to  this  same  page  and  paragraph, 
which  says,  ^*  this  meeting  agrees  that  each  Monthly  Meeting  choose 
two  or  more  Friends  of  each  sex  to  sit  with  the  ministers,  and  they  to- 
gether, to  compose  a  meeting,  to  be  denominated  a  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  ministers  and  elders — taking  care  that  the  Friends  chosen  for 
that  service  be  prudent,  solid  Friends,  and  that  they  do  carefully  dis- 
charge the  trust  confided  to  them."  Page  63.  From  which  it  is  most 
obvious  that  they  were  in  opposition,  that  is,  those  two  elders,  to  the 
Monthly  Meeting  which  had  appointed  them  to  that  service.  The  words 
**  taking  care,"  as  the  duty  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  that  they  **  dis- 
charged the  trust  confided  to  them;"  finding  that  they  had  committed  an 
act  in  direct  opposition  to  the  united  judgment  and  conclusion  of  the 
meeting  who  had  appointed  them,  the  largest  Monthly  Meeting,  I  think, 
I  ever  saw  convened  there,  in  which  a  certificate  of  unity  was  endorsed 
on  Elias  Hicks'  certificate,  which  was  a  full  expression  to  that  effect; 
and  on  which  occasion  there  was  not  one  dissenting  voice;  but  when 
some  little  alteration  or  variation  was  proposed  in  a  word,  Leonard 
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Snowdon  said,  ''  it  would  do  as  it  was/'  with  which  the  meeting  acqui- 
esced, and  it  went  so — then,  that  very  afternoon,  as  we  have  always  un- 
derstood, and,  I  think,  the  date  of  their  paper  shows  it  was,  these  two 
eldersy  who  were  appointed  servants  of  the  meeting,  in  the  capacity  of 
representatives  of  the  meeting,  signed  a  paper,  in  conjunction  with  the 
other  elders  in  the  city,  who  had  organized  themselves  together,  as  it 
appears,  to  oppose  Elias  Hicks  in  his  services,  which  went  to  denounce 
him  as  a  minister,  or  to  express  their  disapprobation  with  him,  and  ia 
to  doing,  I  think  they  certainly  have  not  one  scrawl  of  discipline  to  sus- 
tain them — but  as  you  have  the  discipline,  you  may  make  out  your  caaet 
if  you  can. 

Q.  For  what  did  it  denounce  him? 

A.  I  think  that  paper  ought  to  be  made  an  exhibit  I  had  rather 
refer  to  the  paper  itself,  as  I  have  given  the  character  of  it,  as  near  as  I 
can  recollect;  what  I  have  said  of  it  in  my  examination  in  chief,  is  ac- 
cording to  my  ideas  of  it,  according  to  the  homely  way  I  have  of  ex- 
pressing myself.  I  would  say,  though,  in  answer  to  the  question,  in 
short  terms,  that  my  recollection  of  the  paper  is  expressive  of  their 
disunity  with  him,  amounting,  in  my  mind,  to  a  denunciation  of  him. 

Q.  Their  disunity  with  him  in  point  of  religious  doctrines? 

A.  I  think  in  the  last  of  those  impertinent  odious  papers,  they  acknow- 
ledge, in  substance,  that  they  had  not  any  thing  to  charge  him  with,  or 
that  he  was  cautious^  or  more  cautious  with  them,  in  that  respect.  A  roost 
unworthy  insinuation  towards  the  man,  who  never  showed  a  disposition 
or  symptom  of  being  afraid  of  the  face  of  clay;  but  spoke  his  sentiments 
as  a  messenger  of  the  Most  High,  a  faithful  minister  of  Christ. 

Q.  We  have  wandered,  I  think,  a  little  from  the  point;  1  understand 
you  to  speak  of  the  letter,  or  communication,  that  was  signed  by  those 
two  elders^  on  the  very  day,  as  you  apprehend,  that  the  Monthly  Meeting 
was  held,  that  gave  Elias  Hicks  a  certificate  of  its  unity  with  him;  and 
that  paper,  you  say,  evidenced  their  disunity  with  him;  I  asked  you  whe^ 
ther  that  disunity  was  not  in  point  of  religious  doctrines,  referring  to 
thatpaper^  and  not  to  any  thing  afterwards^ 

A.  I  meant  to  have  said,  that  they  seemed  to  have  little  or  nothing 
against  him  on  that  score^  while  he  was  in  the  city  at  that  time, 

Q.  Am  I  to  understand  that  the  offence  of  those  two  elders  consisted 
in  their  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks,  and  the  doctrines  which  they  under- 
stood him  to  preach? 

A.  No.  As  I  have  shown  by  the  discipline,  that  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  Monthly  Meeting  to  release  them  from  service,  when  they  acted  in  di- 
rect opposition,  in  combination  with  others,  with  whom  they  had  no  busi- 
ness to  associate  on  such  an  occasion  by  the  discipline,  to  the  Monthly 
Meeting.  The  Monthly  Meeting,  by  its  overseers,  treated  with  one  of 
these  individuals,  to  endeavour  to  restore  him  to  unity  with  his  Friends, 
And  as  I  stated  in  my  examination  in  chief,  I  had  an  opperfVinity  with 
Leonard  Snowdon  myself,  in  which  I  expressed  my  exceeding  great  re- 
gret at  the  disunity  which  existed  between  him  and  his  friends  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting;  I  entreated  him  to  do  something;  say  sometlting;  that 
would  have  the  effect  to  produce  that  love  and  unity,  that  had  subsisted 
between  him  and  we  of  the  Monthly  Meeting.  I  informed  fiirn,  he  might 
think  as  he  pleased  about  Elias  Hicks  or  his  doctrines;  we  were  willing 
he  should  judge  for  himself  in  that  respect;  he  was  not  asked  to  con- 
demn his  conduct,  but  that  he  should  say  something,  or  if  he  would  say 
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something,  that  should  manifest  his  regard  for  the  Monthly  Meeting;  I 
think,  I  intimated,  that  if  it  were  to  this  amount,  **  that  what  I  had  done  I 
thought  was  my  duty,  and  I  had  no  wish  to  offend  my  friends  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting;"  I  think,  that  was  the  amount  or  substance  of  what  I 
communicated  to  him.  He  says,  **  but  there  are  thirteen  other  Friends;'* 
here  was  an  allusion  to  that  unlawful  combination,  I  understood  it; 
hence  it  will  be  plain,  as  respected  doctrines,  there  was  no  disposition 
to  debar  him  of  the  inestimable,  unalienable  right  of  private  judgment* 

Q.  If  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  not  in  unity  with  Elias  Hicks  and 
his  doctrines,  how  could  the  letter  of  the  elders,  disapproving  of  Elias 
Hicks  and  his  doctrines,  be  an  offence  against  that  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  Because  he,  Leonard  Snowdon  and  his  colleague,  acted  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  after  having  sat  in  judgment  on  their  cer- 
tificate of  their  approval  of  his,  Elias'  services ;  and  he  himself,  seeming 
to  approve  of  that  certificate,  by  saying,  ^^  it  would  do,"  when  an  alter- 
ation was  proposed  in  it. 

Q.  The  offence  then  consisted  in  their  disapproval  by  the  elders,  of 
the  approval  of  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines  by  the  Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  I  cannot  get  hold  of  that  queer  thing;  my  capacity  is  a  very  limit* 
ed  one,  and  I  must  have  things  plain,  and  simple,  just  as  thee  would  talk 
to  a  child,  and  then  I  can  understand  it. 

Q.  The  offence  then  consisted,— -I  will  endeavour  to  make  the  matter 
plain,  so  that  the  witness  may  understand  it.  The  offence  then  coDsist- 
ed  in  the  disapproval  by  the  elders,  as  expressed  in  their  letter,  of  Elias 
Hicks  and  his  doctrines,  when  at  the  same  time,  the  Monthly  Meeting 
had  given  a  certificate  of  its  approval  of  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrinesr 

A.  I  cannot  see  how  thatxonclusion  can  be  clearly  arrived  at,  when  I 
stated  that  we  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  were  willing  to  concede  to  him 
the  right  to  judge  for  himself  in  matters  of  doctrine;  and  my  apprehen- 
sion, that  we  were  willing  and  ready  to  be  reconciled  to  him,  without 
reference  to  his  opinion  of  Elias'  doctrines. 

Q.  Had  Leonard  Snowdon  or  Joseph  Scattergood  committed  any  other 
offence  than  the  signing  that  letter? 

A.  It  was  understood  that  those  persons,  and  their  associates  in  the 
other  Monthly  Meetings  under  that  appointment,  had  frequent  meetings 
on  the  occasion;  and  that  every  step  we  supposed  that  was  taken  by  any 
individual  of  that  number,  was  under  the  counsel  and  advice  or  direction 
of  that  association.  And  as  it  was  plain  to  every  considerate  mind  ac- 
-quainted  with  the  circumstances,  that  this  combination  of  elders,  acting 
in  the  case  without  the  discipline,  and  against  the  discipline;  we  were 
satisfied,  were,  in  the  nature  of  their  operations,  calculated  to  encourage 
him,  Leonard  Snowdon,  in  a  course  opposite  to  the  injunctions  of  the  dis- 
cipline, obliging  him  as  an  elder  in  these  words,  ^'  are  they  in  unitf 
among  themselves  and  the  meeting  they  belong  to?"  And  that  it  had  an 
influence  on  him  to  produce  that  effect,  is  evident  from  the  reply  he 
made  to  me,  when  entreating  him  with  all  the  earnestness  and  affection 
that  a  son  could  feel  for  a  father  in  such  a  case,  with  the  stipulations  I 
have  before  recited,  that  he  might  think  as  he  pleased  of  Elias  Hicks 
and  his  doctrines ;  *'  but  there  are  thirteen  other  Friends."  Well,  now, 
lest  that  should  be  misunderstood,  I'll  tell  you  my  conceptions,  my  un- 
derstanding of  what  he  said  then;  *'  if  I  do  so,  it  will  break  up  this  com- 
bination that  I  have  entered  into;  I  shall  stand  in  disunity  with  all  those 
men;"  great,  we  know  they  were  great  as  regarded  their  influence  in 
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society;  and  I  have  no  doubt,  in  tbeir  own  estimation  too ;  for  it  appeft^ 
ed  he  preferred  keeping  terms  with  them,  to  that  of  being  in  unity  with 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  who  had  always,  till  thent  itfaniTested 
every  mark  of  regard  or  respect  for  him  as  a  member  and  an  elder  of 
the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Might  not  Leonard  Snowdon  and  Joseph  Scattergood  have  con- 
scientiously believed  that  Elias  Hicks  was  unsound;  that  his  doctrines 
were  pernicious,  and  that  their  duty  to  the  society  and  to  him  required 
them  to  act  as  they  did;  and  did  they  not  repeatedly  state  to  the  over- 
seers, that  their  conduct  had  proceeded  from  religious  concern  and  from 
a  conscientious  desire  to  discharge  their  duty  as  elders  in  the  church? 

A.  I  have  not  a  particular  recollection  of  what  I  might  have  heard, 
they  should  have  alleged  on  that  occasion;  but  one  thing  I  know,  for  the 
authority  for  their  conduct  on  such  an  occasion  should  have  been  sought 
in  the  prescriptions  of  the  discipline ;  and  as  you  have  been  referred  to 
that,  you  can  make  out  authority  for  such  a  combination^  if  you  can,  I 
am  satisfied  there  is  no  discipline  to  sustain  them.  In  relation  to  the 
first  branch  of  the  question,  what  I  have  before  said  is  a  good  answer  to 
the  case ;  that  myself  and  fellow  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  were 
desirous  of  being  reconciled  to  him;  allowing  him  to  hold  what  notions 
or  opinions  he  might  have  imbibed  relative  to  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doc- 
trines, which,  I  think,  the  overseers,  if  my  memory  serves  me,  also  com- 
municated to  him. 

Q.  Is  it  customary  in  the  society,  for  overseers  to  deal  with  elders  for 
their  proceedings  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  their  station  towards 
ministers? 

A.  There  are  no  privileged  orders  in  the  society;  every  member  of  the 
society,  minister  or  elder,  is  liable  to  be  called  to  account  by  the  over- 
seers of  a  Monthly  Meeting.  If,  for  instance,  implacable  enmity,  or 
disunity,  be  manifest  in  a  member,  either  towards  an  individual  or  hu 
Monthly  Meeting,  he  would  be  liable  to  be  called  to  account  under  the 
operations  of  the  discipline.  In  reference  to  the  question  further,  un- 
less a  minister  or  elder  should  be  under  the  care  of  a  meeting  for  disci- 
pline on.that  account,  (say  disunity  with  his  meeting,)  or  for  misconduct, 
which  embraces  every  thing,  then  there  are  certain  proceedings  may 
take  place,  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  a  meeting,  the  Preparative 
Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  to  institute  and  pursue,^— %o  that 
Monthly  Meetings  are  the  executive  department  of  society;  when  minis- 
ters, elders,  overseers,  clerks,  and  every  member  in  the  society,  arc 
made  amenable  by  the  discipline,  and  accountable  to  the  overseers,  after 
what  is  prescribed  as  a  preliminary  step;  where  an  overseer  is  not  ac- 
quainted with  the  case,  an  individual  having  an  occasion  of  offence,  is 
bound  by  the  discipline  to  observe  gospel  order, — ^"  to  tell  him  his  fault 
between  thee  and  him  alone;  and  if  he  can't  be  reclaimed,  take  one  or 
two  with  thee ;  if  still  not  reclaimed,  tell  it  to  the  church" — and  had 
Comfort  and  Bell  taken  that  course,  and  Joseph  Whitall,  they  would 
have  saved  their  names  from  being  used  here,  in  a  manner  which  I  should 
be  sorry  to  have  said  of  me. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  of  such  a  case  in  the  society  before  the  one  we 
are  speaking  of? — By  suchacase^  I  mean  that  put  in  the  last  question. 

A.  A  small  vessel  wont  hold  much,  and  I  have  not  got  now  in  ray 
mind  what  that  question  is. — [The  question  was  then  read  to  the  wit- 
ness, when  he  further  answers.]    Such  a  case  in  what  respect?    Be- 
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cause  I  neyer  knew  such  a  man  as  EUias  Hicks,  before  I  knew  himi  nor 
haTC  I»  or  any  body  else  that  I  know  of,  ever  before  known  such  a  com- 
bination of  elders;  who  seemed  banded  together  in  disregard  of  the 
discipline* 

Q.  Then  you  have  never  known  such  a  case  before? 

A.  If  I  did,  or  had  known  such  a  case  before,  I  should  have  answered 
promptly. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  the  case  of  an  elder  to  be  brought  into  a  Pre- 
parative Meeting  for  business,  on  an  accusation  arising  out  of  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  his  station  towards  a  minister,  previous  to  1823? 

A.  I  cannot  recollect  of  any  case,  in  the  sphere  of  my  own  immediate 
knowledge. 

Q.  Have  you  been  acquainted  with  Leonard  Snowdon  for  many  years, 
and  were  you  for  a  long  time  members  of  the  same  meeting  ? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  not  esteem  him  a  man  of  upright  character,  in  a  moral 
and  religious  sense? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  he  not  for  many  years  an  elder  in  the  Society  of  Friends  ? 

A.  He  was  so. 

Q«  During  all  your  acquaintance  with  him,  did  you  ever  know  him 
to  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  discipline? 

A.  Not  directly,— and  not  at  all,  as  regarded  himself,  further  than 
the  act  of  sustaining  William  Sansom.  When  at  the  North  Meeting, 
he,  William  Sansom,  had  come  out  in  a  public  opposition  to  Edward 
Hicks  while  he  was  preaching;  and  as  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  the 
northern  district  occurred  at  the  close  of  the  meeting  when  that  outrage 
was  committed,  it  was  a  violation  of  the  discipline  of  the  society;  I  say 
he  sustained  William  Sansom,  by  nominating  him  a  member  of  a  com- 
mittee to  have  the  care  of  building,  or  considering  of  the  case  of  build- 
ing Green  street  meeting  house, — and  further,  as  Edward  Hicks  dined 
with  me  that  day,  Leonard  Snowdon  and  Thomas  Stewardson  came  to 
my  shop  after  dinner.  I  discovered  they  wanted  to  see  Edward  Hicks; 
I  took  them  into  the  house  where  Edward  Hicks  was,  and  there  was 
exhibited  a  specimen  of  harshness,  and  a  want  of  that  feeling,  for  which 
I  had  always  considered  Thomas  Stewardson  as  remarkable  as  compar- 
ed with  other  men,  that  was  affecting  indeed.  Thomas  Stewardson 
knew  well  enough  that  his  brother-in-law,  William  Sansom,  had  acted 
very  unbecomingly  in  thus  presuming,  publicly,  to  tell  an  approved 
minister,  or  one  who  was  well  thought  of  by  his  friends,  to  "  sit  down.** 
I  took  occasion  to  remark  to  Leonard  Snowdon  my  dissatisfaction  with 
Thomas  Stewardson's  conduct  on  that  occasion, — I  thought  it  was 
crueL  Here  he  came  as  the  coadjutor  of  Thomas  Stewardson,  not  to 
heal  a  vfound  which  they  ought  to  have  been  glad  of  an  opportunity  of 
doing;  but  to  harrow  up  his  feelings  as  they  did,  as  it  appeared,  and 
doet  fippear  to  me,  to  sustain  the  aggressor  on  that  occasion. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  it,  that  William  Sansom  was  thus  sustained  by 
Leonard  Snowdon,  as  you  have  detailed? 

A.  I  suppose  it  must  have  been  fifteen  or  seventeen  years  ago. 

Q.  Was  the  first  instance  in  which  he,  Leonard  Snowdon,  was  brought 
under  dealing  by  any  meeting,  that  in  which  the  overseers  of  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting  began  to  deal  with  him  for  his  opposition  to 
the  unsound  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks  i 
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A.  It  was  the  first  instance  that  I  have  any  knowledge  of,  pf  the  over- 
seers treating  with  him.  But  as  relates  to  that  part  of  tKe  question 
where  thee  speaks  of  doctrines,  as  it  makes  a  difficulty  in  answering  the 
question,  I  think  doctrines  had  better  be  left  where  they  properly  be- 
long,  to  spiritual  courts,  if  they  must  be  tried  by  any  tribunals. 

Q.  When  the  overseers  visited  him,  did  he  not  receive  them  kindly, 
and  patiently  hear  all  they  had  to  say  ? 

A.  I  was  not  with  them, — but  I  have  no  recollection  to  have  heard  to 
the  contrary. 

Q.  Did  not  the  overseers  make  a  variety  of  charges  against  him,  and 
which  were  all  proved  to  be  false,  and  abandoned  by  them? 

A.  As  the  overseers  were  mild,  judicious,  well  disposed  men,  and  ac- 
quainted with  the  discipline,  I  think  it  unlikely  that  they  made  any  false 
charges  against  him:  but  I  think,  as  overseers,  they  abandoned  the  case, 
or  whatever  charges  they  might  have  had  against  him;  and  the  circum- 
stance of  Leonard  Snowdon's  being  in  disunity  with  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, was  acted  upon  by  that  meeting,  possibly  at  the  suggestion  of  one 
of  the  overseers.  But  the  overseers,  and  the  meeting,  manifested  their 
tenderness  towards  him  in  merely  releasing  him  from  his  appointment 
to  the  station  of  an  elder,  which  the  discipline  enjoined  upon  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  to  do.  He  then  stood  as  the  Monthly  Meeting  afterwards 
certified,  in  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  rights  as  a  member  of  the  society; 
as  the  minute  from  that  Monthly  Meeting  to  the  Philadelphia  Quafterly 
Meeting  will  show  upon  the  records  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  not  the  clerk  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  on  more  than 
one  occasion,  refuse  to  take  the  name  of  Leonard  Snowdon,  on  an  ap- 
pointment to  which  he  had  been  regularly  nominated  in  the  meeting? 

A.  I  think  there  was  one  instance  occurred,  when  his  name  was  not 
taken;  but  then,  though  my  recollection  is  not  distinct  as  regards  the 
matter,  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  the  disunity  that 
was  known  to  exist  in  his  mind  with  the  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  it  not  objected  to  by  the  clerk  particularly  upon  that  occasion? 

A.  Why,  I  can't  particularly  recollect;  but  if  it  was,  under  the  cir* 
cumstances  which  I  suppose  existed,  he  might  have  had  a  right,  it  might 
have  been  his  duty  to  have  done  so :  I  am  half  inclined  to  think  that  it 
was  his  own-  case;  and,  as  before  stated,  whatever  was  against  him  was 
abandoned,  and  he  restored  to  his  rights  as  a  member,  as  was  certified 
to  the  Quarter.     I  don't  recollect  any  other  case. 

Q.  When  Leonard  Snowdon  named  a  Friend  for  an  appointment  in 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  did  not  the  clerk  refuse  to  take  the  name  which 
he  so  offered? 

A.  I  think  he  did;  and  I  think  it  was  his  own  case  he  was  appointing 
a  committee-man  on. 

Q.   Was  it  so  in  both  cases? 

A.  I  don't  know  much  about  it,  but  it  strikes  me  it  was  so;  it^was 
carrying  a  double  swarth.  I  will  add,  that  the  clerk  is  a  very  complaisant 
and  nice  man. 

[noon.] 

The  witness  continues  his  answers— It  occurred  to  my  mind,  upon 
i-cflection  since,  and  in  which  I  believe  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  the  case 
of  Leonard  Snowdon,  as  just  before  alluded  to,  was  brought  before  the 
Monthly  Meeting  as  a  case  of  difficulty,  without  naming  Leonard  Snow; 
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don;  and  though  thus  introduced,  I  think  I  was  under  the  impression  at 
the  time,  that  he  had  good  reason  to  think  that  it  was  his  case,  as  well 
as  the  person  who  named  him  as  a  committee-man  in  that  case :  and  that 
Joseph  Warner,  the  clerk,  (as  it  may  be  inferred  that  I  admitted  he  re- 
fused to  take  the  names,)  I  think  asked  the  question  of  the  meeting, 
whether  he  should  take  the  name  that  was  offered. 

Q.  When  they,  the  overseers,  could  find  no  other  cause  against  him, 
Leonard  Snowdon,  except  his  conscientious  opposition  to  the  unsound 
doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  urged  upon  him  to  make  an  acknowledg- 
ment to  the  meeting  therefor,  did  he  not  invariably  tell  them  that  he 
had  acted  from  sincere  conviction  of  religious  duty,  and  therefore  could 
not  make  any  acknowledgment? 

A.  I  have  repelled,  or  endeavoured  to  do  so,  such  questions  as  take 
for  granted  charges  of  unsoundness  of  Elias  Hicks'  doctrines,  for  rea- 
sons that  I  have  repeatedly  given;  and  as  to  the  precise  nature  of  the 
communications  which  the  overseers  made  to  him,  or  his  replies,  I  don't 
pretend  to  know;  and  any  question  that  is  put  to  me  thus  to  take  me  off 
my  guard,  as  I  understand  such  questions  to  be,  I  have  no  intention  of 
answering,  unless  they  be  such  as  can  be  made  appear  to  be  my  duty  to 
answer. 

Q.  When  the  case  of  an  individual  is  brought  into  a  Monthly  Meeting, 
does  not  the  discipline  require  that  before  the  meeting  pronounces  judg- 
ment upon  it,  a  committee  shall  be  appointed  tenderly  to  labour  with 
him,  and  to  give  him  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  his  own  defence? 

A.  I  think  it  is  probable  the  discipline  does  so  require;  but  if  the 
Monthly  Meeting  has  a  circumstance  named  to  them  o(  a  case  of  difficulty ^ 
without  naming  the  individual,  out  of  tenderness  to  him,  choose  to  so 
act  by  a  committee,  on,  I  will  say,  a  blind  case^  as  such  might  be  sup- 
posed to  be,  though  every  body  might  know  the  case  that  was  alluded 
to  in  the  meeting,  the  Monthly  Meeting  by  its  committee  judge  of  the 
case,  that  committee  report  that  they  united  in  recommending  *'  that 
the  course  of  dealing  in  the  usual  Way  be  omitted,"  the  individual  dis- 
charged from  any  further  investigation  or  process  touching  the  case. 
The  Monthly  Meeting  thus  agreeing  and  uniting,  there  the  case  rests: 
and  this  I  suppose  to  be  in  substance  the  state  of  the  case  we  have  been 
speaking  of.  Hence  the  Monthly  Meeting  could  say  truly  to  the  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  that  he  was  not  deprived  of  any  of  his  rights  as  a  member; 
his  eldership  was  not  a  rights  it  was  a  service^  it  was  a  duty,  which  the 
Monthly  Meeting  appointed  him  to  perform;  and  when  he  became  dis- 
qualified, the  Monthly  Meeting  being  the  only  judge  in  the  case,  they 
released  him  from  service. 

Q.  At  the  Preparative  Meeting  of  Green  street  of  Eighth-month,  1824, 
did  not  Samuel  Noble  read  a  charge  against  Leonard  Snowdon  in  nearly 
the  following  words,  *Hhat  Leonard  Snowdon  had  been  visited  by  the 
overseers  for  joining  with  others  out  of  gospel  order,  and  at  other  times 
accusing  an  approved  minister  of  holding  and  disseminating  principles, 
and  doctrines  very  different  from  those  held  by  our  religious  society, 
without  substantial  foundation?" 

A*  That  is  one  of  the  things  that  had  escaped  my  recollection ;  but  I 
should  think  it  very  probable  that  it  was  so.  But  Preparative  Meetings, 
as  we  sayf  are  not  meetings  of  record.  It  may  be  in  the  recollection  of 
many  men  of  my  age,  I  suppose,  that  instances  have  occurred  of  cases 
being  introduced  by  overseers  into  the  Preparative  Meeting— a  com- 
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mittee  there  appointed  verbally — that  is,  without  a  minute  to  take  n 
opportunity  with  the  individual  so  charged^  the  labours  of  the  committee 
proving  successful,  the  individual  exonerated  as  an  offender,  upon  hii 
settling;  a  difference,  paying  a  debt,  say,  ceasing  to  be  a  drunkard,  be- 
coming a  sober  man,  or  something  in  that  nature,  the  case  is  discharged| 
and  no  minute,  no  record  appearing  against  him:  and  this,  I  think,  was 
analogous  with  regard  to  the  mode  of  treatment,  with  respect  to  the  case 
inquired  after. 

Q.  Did  not  Samuel  Noble,  directly  after  reading  the  charge  set  forth 
in  the  preceding  question,  propose  that  it  should  be  condensed,  so  as  to 
read  according  to  the  following  form,  which  he  had  previously  prepared, 
viz:  *^The  overseers  have  visited  Leonard  Snowdon  on  his  manifesting 
such  a  degree  of  disunity  with  the  Monthly  Meeting,  that  it  is  our  sense 
he  has  lost  his  service  as  an  elder?" 

A.  I  think  it  probable,  nay,  I  think  I  recollect  that  such  a  minute  or 
document  was  read:  but  if  I  had  been  about  to  give  an  account  of  it,  I 
should  have  suggested  or  stated,  that  I  thought  it  was  in  the  Monthly 
Meeting. 

Q.  Was  not  this  a  condemnation  of  Leonard  Snowdon  by  the  overseen? 

A.  It  was  a  proposition  submitted  to  the  meeting,  for  its  consideration: 
and  when  the  Monthly  Meeting  adopted  that  report,  he  was  released 
from  service  or  duty  to  which  he  had  been  appointed.  It  would  be  a 
strange  thing,  indeed,  for  a  man  appointed  to  duty  or  service^  to  take  it 
for  granted  that  he  was  condemned:  whether  Samuel  Bettle  thought  soi 
standing  as  clerk  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  or  not,  I  don't  know;  but  I 
think  he  would  have  as  good  a  right  to  come  to  that  conclusion  as  Leo- 
nard Snowdon ;  and  that  without  reason,  too,  as  respects  any  disciplinary 
operations  touching  his  right  of  membership. 

Q.  Was  not  the  condensed  charge  sent  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  with- 
out Leonard  Snowdon  having  an  opportunity  of  knowing  what  it  was? 

A.  I  have  not  yet  been  able  to  arrive  at  a  distinct  recollection,  that  it 
was  first  introduced  into  the  Preparative  Meeting— but  as  the  same  per- 
sons constituted  the  Preparative  Meeting  that  did  the  Monthly  Meeting, 
and  the  Preparative  Meeting  not  being  a  meeting  of  record,  I  think  it 
probable  that  that  delicate  mode  of  procedure  was  adopted.  And  as  to 
informing  him,  I  should  like  the  propounders  of  the  question  to  point 
out  the  discipline  that  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  meeting  so  to  act— be 
was  merely  released  from  service.  I  think  it  likely,  as  he  was  not  in* 
troduced  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  by  that  minute  as  an  offender  against 
the  discipline,  with  a  view  to  deal  with  him  as  an  offender,  which  might 
result  in  disownment,  but  merely  to  release  him  from  an  appointmenti 
that  it  was  so  sent,  as  mentioned  in  the  question.  The  discipline  pro- 
vides specially,  that  when  persons  are  appointed  to  the  station  of  elders, 
and  agreed  upon  in  a  nominating  committee  appointed  for  that  purpose, 
that  they  shall  not  be  informed  of  the  circumstance  of  their  being  about 
to  be  reported  as  suitable  persons  for  that  appointment,  and  we  took 
the  liberty  of  pursuing  the  same  course  in  releasing  him  from  service; 
and  were  not  offenders  against  the  discipline  for  so  doing. 

Q.  Was  it  not  contrary  to  discipline  to  forward  a  charge  against  an 
individual  to  a  meeting,  without  first  informing  him  what  it  is? 

A.  Why  if  he  had  been  blind  or  lame,  and  the  meeting  chose  to  re- 
lease him  as  Jhey  did,  he  might  have  been  better  satisfied,  perhaps,  in 
knowing  privately,  that  these  dinqualifications  unfitted  him  for  the  duties 
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)f  his  appointment;  yet,  I  suppose  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  would  he 
.ccounted  reprehensible  by  himself  or  his  friends.  The  Monthly  Meet- 
Dg  ^yas  under  no  obligation  by  the  discipline  to  inform  him  any  thing 
.bout  it;  that  was  their  own  business.  It  could  not  be  known,  at  any 
ate,  beforehand,  what  a  Monthly  Meeting  would  do,  though  it  was  its 
uty,  according  to  the  discipline,  which  states  as  the  duty  of  the  Monthly 
ileeting,  ^^  taking  care^  that  the  persons  so  appointed,  do  carefully  dis- 
harge  the  trust  confided  to  them."  This  is  the  duty  of  the  Monthly 
ileeting. 

The  question  is  again  read  to  the  witness,  when  he  further  answers: 
f  the  subject  of  the  question  is  abstract  from  thjit  case,  I  refer  you  to 
he  discipline  for  answer. 

Q.  Do  not  the  words  contained  in  the  condensed  accusation  of  Leo- 
tard Snowdon,  *^  that  he  had  manifested  a  degree  of  disunity  with  his 
ilonthly  Meeting,"  import  the  charge  of  an  offence  against  him? 

A.  That  declaration,  which  is  called  a  charge^  appears  to  be  a  reason 
rhy  he  was  disqualified,  and  being  adopted  by  the  Monthly  Meeting, 
irithout  representing  him  in  the  light  of  an  offender,  to  be  dealt  with  as 

delinquent,  they  saw  fit  to  so  state  it.  And  if  the  Monthly  Meeting 
ad  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion,  with  respect  to  his  disunity,  or  any 
ther  matter,  if  they  considered  it  amounted,  in  their  estimation,  to  a 
isqualification  for  service  in  that  appointment,  they  had  a  right  at  any 
[me,  either  by  giving  a  reason,  or  without  giving  a  reason,  to  release 
lim  from  duty. 

Q.  Did  the  Monthly  Meeting  appoint  a  committee  to  treat  with  Leo- 
ard  Snowdon  for  his  disunity,  and  endeavour^  by  brotherly  labour,  to 
estorc  him  into  fellowship? 

A.  If  they  did,  I  think  it  was  very  kind  of  them.  But  I  have  not  a 
istinct  recollection  of  that  circumstance,  if  it  took  place. 

Q.  Did  they  afford  him  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  own 
efencc,  or  of  vindicating  himself  from  the  charge  of  being  in  disunity? 

A.  If  there  was  such  a  committee,  I  don't  know  who  they  were,  nor 
rhat  their  labour  was,  nor  any  thing  about  it.  It  is  very  strange  that 
uch  questions  should  be  repeated.  ' 

Counsel.  That  question  has  not  been  asked  before.— Did  they  at  once 
roceed  to  pronounce  judgment  in  the  case,  without  any  inquiry  into 
lie  merits  or  truth  of  the  charge  ? 

A.  I  suppose  almost  every  member  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  knew  that 
e  was  in  disunity  with  it;  my  recollection  of  the  minutiae  of  the  case, 
oes  not  enable  me  to  speak  positively  about  it.  Whether  the  proposi- 
lon  for  releasing  him  was  adopted  immediately  upon  its  being  opened 
3  the  Monthly  Meeting,  or  whether  some  delay  took  place*-*but  as  the 
uery  implies,  or  may  imply  a  charge  of  a  nature,  which,  if  pursued, 
rould  lead  to  disownmeni^  I  think  I  can  say  no  such  intention  existed. 

Q.  Were  you  at  the  Monthly  Meeting  when  this  subject  was  brought 
efore  it? 

A.  I  think  I  was;  and  I  think  it  was  something  like  eight  or  nine  years 
go.     I  won't  speak  positively  about  that. 

Q.  Did  it  engage  the  attention  of  more  than  one  Monthly  Meeting, 
fter  it  was  introduced  from  the  Preparative  Meeting? 

A.  I  refer  to  my  answer  just  a  little  before-— but  if  it  is  not  there  an- 
wrered,  I  have  to  say  further,  that  I^have  nd  distinct  recollection  that  it 
ccupied  more  than  the  one  Monthly  Meeting. 
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Q.  Did  the  Monthly  Meeting  make  a  minutCi  affirming  the  charge, 

and  displacing  him  from  his  station? 

A.  Such  a  degree  of  disunity  as  to  disqualify  him  for  that  service,  vrw^ 
I  thinky  the  reason  given^  and  most  probably  recorded,  as  the  reason 
for  releasing  him,  when  the  Monthly  Meeting  performed  that  duty. 

Q.  After  the  minute  was  made,  did  not  a  Friend,  on  behalf  of  Leonard 
Snowdon,  request  a  copy  of  it  for  him,  and  did  not  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing refuse  the  copy? 

A.  If  such  circumstances  took  place,  I  don't  recollect  them,  nor  who 
made  such  an  application. 

Q.  In  the  proceedings  against  Leonard  Snowdon  in  the  Green  street 
Preparative  and  Monthly  Meetings*  were  there  not  a  number  of  persons 
who  objected  to  them,  as  contrary  to  the  discipline  and  order  of  society? 

A.  There  were  two  sons  of  one  of  the  elders,  a  son  of  another,  and  a 
son-in-law,  a  man  who  had  been  connected  in  business  with  one  of  them, 
and  two  other  persons,  who  did  occasionally  object  to  some  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  about  that  time;  and  I  should 
think  it  probable,  though  L  don't  recollect  particularly,  that  they  did 
make  such  objections;  but  generally,  the  meeting  has  always  acted  with 
great  unanimity. 

Q.  Were  their  objections  regarded  or  attended  to? 

A.  I  think  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  accustomed 
themselves  to  pay  proper  respect  to  any  of  its  members,  in  their  com- 
munications to  the  meeting,  and  it  is  likely  their  communications,  when 
they  made  any,  passed  for  as  much  as  they  were  worth,  as  every  body 
else's  did,  in  the  estimation  of  the  hearers. 

Q.  Were  they  so  far  regarded  as  to  postpone  the  decision  of  the 
meeting? 

A.  I  think  I  have  before  stated  my  uncertainty  about  any  postpone- 
ment at  all  in  the  case,  when  it  was  before  the  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
I  remain  so  still. 

Q.  Did  you  not  in  the  Monthly  Meeting,  while  the  charge  from  the  Pre- 
parative Meeting  was  under  consideration,  say  that  '^  you  hoped  the 
meeting  would  take  no  notice  of  what  was  said  by  those  persons  who 
objected  to  the  proceedings,"  and  did  you  not  speak  frequently  to  the 
subject,  both  in  the  Preparative  and  Monthly  Meeting,  and  urge  its  goings 
forward,  and  being  issued  in  the  manner  it  was  ? 

A.  I  think  I  was  in  favour  of  the  proceedings  proposed,  to  wit,— the 
releasing  of  Leonard  Snowdon  from  his  appointment  as  an  elder  of  the 
meeting.  But  if  the  circumstances  about  which  I  am  questioned,  re- 
specting what  I  should  have  said  on  those  occasions,  to  take  no  nodce 
of  those  individuals,  took  place,  they  are  gone  from  me:  so  that  I  can- 
not recollect  those  particulars.  What  I  have  said  about  it,  I  don't  wish 
to  be  understood  as  a  positive  denial;  but  as  something  that  I  do  not  re- 
collect, if  they  so  occurred. 

Q-  When  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  laid  down  the  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  attached  its  members  to  the  northern  district 
Monthly  Meeting,  did  not  ninety-one  adult  members  of  the  Green  street 
meeting  submit  to  that  decision  of  the  Quarter,  and  attach  themselves, 
or  become  attached,  to  the  northern  district  meeting? 

A.  We  had  a  saying  among  us  at  Green  street,  that  **  we  got  three 
days  a  start  of  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,"  as  it  was  then 
called, — but  which  we  considered  ceased  to  be;  that  is,  we  had,  I  think. 
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informed  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  as  it  was  called,  on  Fifth- 
day  previous  to  their  holding  that  Quarterly  Meeting,  by  a  minute,  that 
we  had  separated  from  them,  and  intended  to  apply  to  Abington  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  a  legitimate  branch,  and  a  large  one,  of  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting,  to  be  admitted  as  a  branch  of  that  Quarterly  Meeting. 
This  was  what  I  have  before  stated,  or  what  the  necessity  of  the  case 
required  us  to  do,— and  which  we  found  nothing  in  the  discipline 
against.  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  received  us,  notwithstanding  the 
opposition  that  was  made,  and  it  was  very  great  by  the  Yearly  Meeting's 
committee;  that  last  act  of  opposition  which  that  party  got  up,  as  they 
alleged,  to  visit  their  own  members. 
Adjourned  until  ten  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Saturday  momingf  November  27,  1830,  at  10  o'clock.  Cross-exami- 
nation of  Abraham  Lower  continued.    Present,  the  same  as  yesterday. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  question  is  not  answered,  I  believe. 

Witness.  I  understand  there  were  not  ninety-onewho  separated  from 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  and  joined  the  Orthodox  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  the  northern  district, — that  is,  not  ninety-one  male  adults. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  question  includes  females  as  well  as  males,  without 
distinction. — I  said  adult  members. 

Witness.  Then  I  would  say  not  ninety-one  adults,*— but  it  was  under- 
stood that  there  were  fifteen  men,  or  adults,  applied  to  Philadelphia 
Quarterly  Meeting,  I  think,  by  a  written  communication,  expressing 
their  pleasure  or  wish  to  remain  members  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting,  after  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  had  become  a  branch  of 
Abington  Quarter ;  among  these  were  Leonard  Snowdon,  his  son  and 
son-in-law ;  two  sons  of  Ann  Scattergood's,  or  Joseph  Scattergood's ;  a 
ton  of  Edward  Randolph's,  and  a  number  of  others,  making  up  the  J^ 
teen  as  I  understood;  one  of  the  fifteen,  as  report  stated,  alleged  that  he 
was  much  importuned  to  sign  that  paper,  and  that  if  it  was  to  do  over 
again,  he  would  not  do  it.  These,  of  course,  became  members  of  what 
imported  to  be  the  northern  district  Monthly  Meeting.  Several  went 
with  them  on  that  occasion,  and  afterwards,  [that  were  not  expect- 
ed to  have  done  so  by  us;  that  at  the  period  of  the  separation,  say  Fourth- 
month  26th,  1827,  there  were,  that  attached  themselves,  as  we  under- 
stood, seventeen  men^  forty  women,  and  perhaps  some  two  or  three  others, 
which,  from  the  best  information  that  could  be  obtained  at  that  time, 
was  all  that  separated  from  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  to  the  Or- 
thodox meeting  of  the  northern  district. 

Q.  Will  you  state  whether  you  ever  knew  a  case  in  the  society,  of  a 
member  being  thus  displaced  as  was  Leonard  Snowdon,  and  if  so, 
when  add  where  did  it  occur? 

A.  Leonard  Snowdon's  case  was  a  very  peculiar  one,  I  think,  taking 
all  the  circumstances  into  consideration, — having,  as  before  stated,  and 
as  he  acknowledged  himself,  combined  with  others  in  a  hostile  attitude 
against  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  plainly  indicating  disunity  with 
the  meeting.  I  don't  know  of  such  another  case  having  occurred,— 
but  some  cases  I  have  heard  of,  I  think,  where  elders  have  been  released, 
but  my  memory  does  not  serve  me  to  specify  them. 

Qw  Is  there  any  rule  of  discipline  which  points  out,  or  sanctions,  such 
a  procedure?    If  so,  state  the  rule. 

A.  I  have  before  stated  such  a  ruley  and  it  will  be  found  on  page  63, 
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and  is  the  same  which  I  have  before  quoted,— [the  witness  reads  the 
rule,  or  paragraph,  from  the  discipline  exhibited,  and  also  reads  from 
page  96,  the  third  query ^  which  has  before  been  quoted  by  him  and 
written  down.]  The  meeting  hence  was  bound  by  this  discipline  to 
release  him;  he  wanting  these  qualifications.  That  taking  cart  in  the 
first  rule  cited,  can  be  understood,  I  think,  in  no  other  way  reasonably, 
than,  if  they  did  not  discharge  the  trust  confided  to  them,  to  release 
them,  and  appoint  another,  or  others,  in  their  stead. 

Q.  Did  not  Leonard  Snowdon  declare  himself  aggrieved,  and  his  re- 
ligious rights  invaded,  by  these  proceedings  against  him? 

A.  I  think  he  did.  But  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  knew  better 
than  he  did,  if  he  thought  so:  and  declared  as  I  have  before  stated,  by  a 
minute  sent  to  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  stating  that  he, 
Leonard  Snowdon,  was  not  deprived  of  any  of  his  rights  as  a  member; 
and  as  to  giving  him  any  information  about  the  proceedings  of  the 
Monthly  Mceting,[it  was  his  duty  to  have  been  at  the  Monthly  Meeting, 
as  well  as  of  all  the  rest  of  the  members.  So  he  considered  himself  as 
a  member  of  the  society,  his  name  appeared  on  the  minutes  of  the  Meet- 
ing for  Sufferings,  appointing  him  to  service  in  that  meeting,  and  he 
was  in  the  exercise  of  his  rights  as  a  member  of  the  society. 

Q.  As  the  Monthly  Meeting  had  declared  him  to  be  in  disunity  with- 
out appointing  a  committee  to  hear  his  defence,  or  treat  with  him  for 
his  restoration  to  fellowship,  where  would  he  look  for  redress,  except 
it  was  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting? 

A.  He  was  not  declared  to  be  in  disunity,  as  the  question  imports,  in. 
general  terms,  so  as  to  induce  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  treat  with  him 
as  an  offender  against  the  discipline,  but  that  he  was  in  such  a  degree  of 
disunity^  as  in  the  estimation  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  to  disqualify  him 
for  their  representative  in  the  case  as  an  elder,  or  the  service  to  which 
they  appointed  him.  The  Monthly  Meeting  exercised  a  duty  which  thedis- 
cipline  imposed  upon  them,  leaving  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  rights 
as  a  member.  And  the  Quarterly  Meeting  had  nothing  to  do  with  it, 
according  to  the  discipline,  and  that  is  the  polar  star  for  our  guide  in 
such  concerns. 

Q.  If,  as  you  have  said,  the  proceeding  in  the  case  of  Leonard  Snow^ 
don,  was  merely  a  releasementof  him  from  an  appointment  he  held  from 
the  meeting,  and  not  in  the  nature  of  a  charge  against  him,  why  should 
the  case  have  come  first  from  the  overseers  to  the  Preparative  Meetingi 
and  then  from  that  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  as  is  always  the  case  whei 
offences  are  charged  against  an  individual? 

A.  This  is  one  of  them  double  headed  questions,  that  I  cannot  gives 
plain  and  direct  answer  to:  because  it  implies  what,  in  one  sense,  may 
be  said  not  to  have  taken  place,  and  a  strict  sense  too,  as  regards  his 
being  an  oficnder.  The  case  was  I  think  represented  to  the  Preparative 
Meeting  in  some  way  or  other,  as  many  a  case  has  been  and  not  acted 
upon ;  but  disposed  of  in  some  way,  without  going  forward  to  the  Month- 
ly Meeting,  and  the  individual  recorded  as  a  delinquent  member,  or 
offender  against  the  discipline.  The  case,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
was  introduced  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  as  a  case  of  difficulty,  without 
mentioning  his  name,  or  any  thing  about  him ;  a  committee  appointed 
there,  as  has  often  been  the  case,  to  consider  of  a  case  of  difficulty,  where 
there  was  a  tenderness,  a  delicacy  in  mentioning  the  name  of  the  per- 
son, or  the  circumstance  which  was  the  difficultv.  When  after  the  com- 
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xnittee,  however, -had  considered  the  case,  a  proposition  in  the  subse- 
quent Monthly  Meeting,  I  think,  was  made,  that  Leonard  Snowdon 
should  be  released  from  his  appointment  as  an  elder  of  the  meeting, 
and  not  as  an  offender  against  the  discipline,  but  entirely  exonerated 
from  any  thing  imputed  to  him  to  impair  his  rights  as  a  member.  It 
was  his  duty  to  attend  the  Monthly  Meeting,  and  there  to  vindicate  him- 
self, if  he  thought  proper,  and  point  out  his  grievance,  if  he  thought  he 
had  one. 

Q.  When  Leonard  Snowdon's  appeal  came  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting, 
did  not  the  principal  objection  to  the  appointing  a  committee  upon  it, 
come  from  the  members  of  Green  street  meeting? 

A.  Some  objection  was  doubtless  made  by  the  members  of  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting.  For  they,  nor  nobody  else  that  I  know  of  in 
the  society,  ever  heard  of  an  elder  appealing  for  his  office  before,  to  the 
Quarterly  Meeting,  when  he  had  been  release^  from  his  tour  of  duty. 
But  as  to  the  principal  objection  having  been  made  by  the  members  of 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  I  wont  pretend  to  determine  positively; 
because  I  think  it  was  at  that  meeting,  and  on  that  occasion,  that  Doctor 
Joseph  Parrish,  then  a  member  of  the  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting, 
made  one  of  the  most  powerful,  interesting,  and  impressive  speeches, 
that  I  think  I  had  ever  heard  on  any  case  in  the  exercise  of  the  discipline. 
One  point  he  touched  upon  was,  which  is  remarkable  and, absolutely  re- 
quisite for  an  appellant,  when  cases  admit  of  an  appeal,  (but  this  did  not, 
by  the  discipline,)  that  Leonard  Snowdon  had  never  informed  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting  of  his  uneasiness,  as  he  ought  to  have  done. 
Thus  it  was  his  duty  to  have  notified  the  Monthly  Meeting,  if  the  case 
had  admitted  of  an  appeal  according  to  the  following  discipline.  [The 
witness  reads  from  the  discipline  exhibited,  the  rule  or  paragraph  under 
the  head  of  ^*  Appeals,  "page  I.]  None  of  the  circumstances  in  Leonard 
Snowdon's  case,  it  is  here  seen,  had  any  relation  to  such  cases  as  admit- 
ted of  an  appeal.  And  whatever  the  opposition  might  have  amounted  to, 
by  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  on  that  occasion,  I 
think  it  probable  that  the  opposition  made  by  Doctor  Parrish  and  others, 
had  more  effect  than  all  the  opposition  made  by  the  Green  street  mem- 
bers. 

Q.  You  have  alluded  to  an  impressive  speech  made  by  doctor  Parrish, 
in  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting— did  not  Doctor  Parrish  upon  that 
occasion  admit,  that  if  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street  had  furnish- 
ed Leonard  Snowdon  with  a  copy  of  the  minute  in  his  case,  he  would 
have  had  a  right  to  have  his  appeal  entertained  by  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing? 

A.  If  I  had  a  memory  like  wax,  and  it  would  retain  that  speech,  I 
should  take  pleasure  in  giving  it  to  you,  as  near  the  life  as  possible.  But 
I  should  think  it  very  strange  indeed  if  he  had  come  to  such  a  conclusion, 
to  admit  an  appeal,  where  an  individual  had  never  been  deprived  of  any 
of  his  rights  as  a  member.     I  cannot  remember  any  such  admission. 

Q.  Was  not  the  question,  whether  Leonard  Snowdon  had  or  had  not 
been  deprived  of  his  right  as  a  member,  the  very  point  in  issue  upon 
that  occasion? 

A.  I  think  it  would  shorten  the  business,  and  show  that  I  had  no  right 
for  such  an  assumption,  if  it  were  shown  by  the  discipline  that  an  ap- 
peal could  be  made  in  such  a  case.  It  might^ave  been  the  point  at  is- 
sue,  no  doubt  urged  strenuously  by  those  ten  elders  that  were  leagued 
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with  him  in  the  violation  of  the  discipline ;  and  so  to  hare  made  it  a 
point  at  issue,  against  reason  and  common  sense:  which  xnuat  be  the 
case  in  my  estimation,  if  there  had  been  any  possibility  of  restoring  him 
by  the  influence  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting — as  a  master  over  the  Month- 
ly Meeting  of  Green  street,  who  in  the  regular  exercise  of  the  discipline 
had  discharged  him  as  the  servant  of  the  meeting;  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing having,  by  the  disciplinei  nothing  to  do  in  the  case. 

Q.  Suppose  the  proceedings  in  Leonard  Snowdon*s  case,  in  Green 
street  Monthly  Meeting,  to  have  imputed  a  charge  against  him,  did  not 
that  Monthly  Meeting  do  him  a  wrong  in  refusing  him  a  copy  of  the 
minute,  and  if  so,  would  it  not  be  a  violation  of  the  principles  of  equitj 
and  justice,  as  well  as  of  law*,  to  allow  that  meeting  to  take  advantage 
of  its  own  wrong? 

A.  As  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  informed  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing by  a  minute,  as  early  as  practicable  after  this  most  extraordinary 
application  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  that  none  of  the  rights  of  Leonard 
Snowdon  as  a  member,  were  infringed  upon,  the  Monthly  Meeting 
knew  what  they  said  to  be  true;  and  having  made  such  an  official  commu- 
nication to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  it  seems  to  me  that  nothing  short  of 
the  influence  of  a  powerful  party  in  the  meeting,  could  have  sustained 
such  a  preposterous  application  as  an  appeal  in  such  a  case.  One  cir- 
cumstance I  think  worthy  of  notice  in  the  case,  that  when  the  Quarterly 
Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  of  Philadelphia,  sent  a  communication 
to  the  general  Quarterly  Meeting,  arraigning  the  conclusion  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  held  at  Green  street  in  the  case  of  Leonard 
Snowdon,  that  in  so  doing,  that  meeting  violated  the  discipline,  which 
says,  **  none  of  said  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders  are  in  anywise  to 
interfere  with  the  business  of  any  meeting  for  discipline."  [The  witness 
reads  the  rule  from  the  discipline,  page  67.]  And  here  that  meeiing 
did  interfere.  [The  witness  was  again  referred  to  the  question.]  As 
there  is  something  supposed  in  the  question,  which  has  no  connexion 
with  the  case,  I  would  refer  to  the  discipline.  But  further,  I  cannot 
see  how  I  could  have  answered  the  question  better,  than  by  endeavour- 
ing to  detail  the  facts  of  the  case;  because  the  supposition  implies  as  it 
relates  to  Leonard  Snowdon,  that  he  was  dealt  with,  as  for  a  disowna- 
blc  oflence,  which  I  have  constantly  denied,  and  cannot  admit.  Dut  if 
the  case  supposed,  was  a  real  ofl*ence  against  the  discipline,  which  was 
disownable,  and  the  Monthly  INIeeting  should  deny  the  party  a  copy  of 
the  minute,  and  refuse  to  grant  him  all  the  advantages  which  the  disci- 
pline provides  for  in  such  cases,  it  would  have  been  an  act  of  injustice, 
to  be  reprobated  by  every  member  of  society. 

Q.  You  have  stated,  that  on  one  occasion  Samuel  Bettle  interrupted 
a  person  who  was  pleading  the  cause,  and  .vindicating  Green  street  meet- 
ing— who  was  that  person? 

A.  I  think  it  is  likely  it  was  myself,  doing  it  in  an  awkward,  blun- 
dering way,  no  doubt. 

Mr.  Ih'oirju  Recollect,  that  is  your  allegation,  and  not  mine. 

Witness.  I  should  have  said,  it  was  myself;  and  under  the  circum- 
stances I  did  consider  it  an  outrageous  act  on  the  part  of  Samuel  Bettle 
towards  myself,  and  an  indignity  oflered  to  the  meeting,  which  appeared 
by  the  expression,  and  was  so  understood  by  the  large  expression  which 
took  place  at  that  time.  '  The  circumstance  of  his  placing  himself  ob- 
liquely before  mc,  while  I  was  speaking,  having  put  his  hand  on  my 
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shoulder,  saying,  "Til  interrupt  thee,  Friend/'  and  then  appealing  to  the 
meeting  whether  I  should  go  on.  The  voice  of  the  meeting  then  ex- 
pressed in  opposition  to  Samuel  Bettle  and  his  partizans,  I  understood 
to  be  very  decisive  that  I  should  proceed. 

Q.  Were  you  not  at  that  time  impeaching  the  religious  character  of 
Leonard  Snowdon,  and  accusing  him  of  very  objectionable  conduct? 

A.  I  don't  remember  ivhat  I  was  saying;  it  was  a  good  while  ago: 
but  I  think  it  likely  I  was  endeavouring  to  state  the  facts  in  the  case. 

Q.  Did  you  not  upon  that  occasion  make  use  of  niany  of  the  ttrong 
expressions  you  have  used  in  your  examination,  and  charge  him  with  st^- 
verting  the  discipline,  dark  designs^  unrighteous  proceedings^  etc.  and  say 
that  the  attempt  of  the  elders  to  procure  an  interview  with  Elias  Hicks 
was  one  of  the  most  abominable  combinations  to  overturn  the  rights  of  con- 
science^  that  had  ever  happened  since  the  days  of  the  inquisition^  and  that 
nothing  was  wanting  to  consummate  it  but /ire  andfagotp 

A.  I  have  been  accustomed,  when  speaking  of  remarkably  strong 
cases,  to  make  use  of  language  conformable  with  my  apprehension  of 
the  nature  of  those  cases;  but  that  I  made  use  of  such  language  as  there 
ascribed  to  me,  on  that  occasion,  my  memory  is  not  sufficient  to  serve 
me,  to  say  that  I  did  so. 

Q.  Try  to  recollect  whether  it  was  not  at  the  moment  when  you  had 
taid,  that  ^'  Leonard  Snowdon  was  one  of  those  who  had  united  in  that 
combination ;"  that  Samuel  Bettle  desired  you  to  stop,  and  appealed  to 
your  own  candour,  whether  it  was  proper  thus  to  traduce  the  character 
of  a  person  in  the  face  of  a  large  meeting,  and  when  he  was  not  present 
to  answer  for  himself? 

A.  I  have  not  been  accustomed  to  keep  notes—* 

Counsel.  I  merely  ask  for  your  rec(9llection,  such  as  it  is. 

Witness.  [Continuing  his  former  answer.]  Notes,  I  say,  of  commu- 
nications I  have  been  engaged  to  make  in  meetings;  but,  that  I  attempted 
to  traduce  the  character  of  Leonard  Snowdon,  by  the  application  of  strong 
ipitketSj  applied  personally  to  him,  I  think,  I  did  not  so.  And  I  have 
my  doubts,  that  in  any  representation  I  mad9  in  the  case,  that  I  made 
use  of  the  speech  that  is  there  ascribed  to  me. 

The  witness  was  reminded,  that  the  question  relates  to,  whether  Sa- 
muel Bettle  used  the  language  ascribed  to  him,  when  requesting  the 
witness  not  to  traduce  the  character  of  Leonard  Snowdon:  the  question 
refers  to  Samuel  Bettle's  words. 

Witness.  Yes,  but  it  means,  whether  I  traduced  Leonard  Snowdon. 

Q.  Did  the  Quarterly  Meeting  for  discipline,  do  any  thing  more  in 
the  appeal  of  Leonard  Snowdon,  than  refer  the  whole  subject  to  the 
decision  of  the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  That  party  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  were  distinguished  in  op- 
posing Green  street  Monthly  Meeting:  encouraged  the  clerk,  being  de- 
voted to  their  interest  obviously,  and  under  their  direction,  in  his  intro- 
duction of  the  paper  of  Leonard  Snowdon  into  the  meeting,  contrary 
to  the  provision  of  the  discipline;  which,  I  think,  requires  that  unoffi- 
cial papers,  (as  that  was  considered  to  be,)  should  be  stated  to  the  meet- 
ing by  the  clerk,  as  would  have  been  usual  in  such  cases;  and  the  clerk 
to  have  suggested  to  the  meeting,  that  there  was  a  paper  on  the  table, 
and  to  propose  to  the  meeting,  the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  take 
it,  and  go  and  examine  it,  and  report  whether  it  was  suitable  to  be  read 
in  the  meeting,  or  not:  he  did  not  do  so.  I  say,  they  supported  him  in 
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it,  against  the  judgment  ot  those  who  were  supporting  the  discipline 
and  practice  of  the  society.  And  again,  after  that  paper  was  introduced 
on  to  the  minutes,  or  the  remonstrance  of  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting, 
the  clerk,  it  appeared  at  the  next  Quarterly  Meeting,  had  transposed  the 
cases  on  the  minutes:  it  was  objected  to  by  a  number  of  Friends:  he  was 
sustained  in  that,  and  to  those  who  were  opposed  to  it,  it  appeared  to 
be  a  piece  of  management^  that  was  opposed  to  the  regular  proceedings 
of  the  meeting,  and  was  considered  a  grievance;  and  after  a  long  repeated 
contest  touching  the  case  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  it  was  agreed  thatit 
should  go  up  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  for  its  decision.  And  when  it  came 
there,  it  appeared  to  those  who  were  acquainted  with  the  case,  not  to 
be  fairly  introduced,  as  was  agreed  on  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting.  The 
names  of  the  committee  who  were  appointed  to  represent  the  case  to 
the  Yearly  Meeting's  committee,  when  such  should  be  appointed,  (which 
was  expected  would  I)e  the  course  pursued,)  were  not  read  by  the  clerk, 
Samuel  Bcttle;  and  the  Yearly  Meeting  never  heard  of  such  a  committee 
in  its  session. 

The  question  is  again  read  to  the  witness,  when  he  further  answers: 
it  was  sent  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  then,  as  I  have  detailed. 

Q.  Did  not  the  select  Preparative  Meeting  of  Green  street,  make  a  re- 
gular application,  by  minute,  to  the  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting 
of  ministers  and  elders,  for  its  advice  and  assistance,  in  a  case  of  difi- 
cultvr 

A.  No,  they  did  not  make  a  regular  application;  because  there wu 
no  individual  named  in  that  application,  as  giving  occasion  to  as]k  for  ad* 
vice,  and  assistance.  The  discipline  states,  page  68,  what  is  required  is 
such  a  case.  [The  witness  reads  the  rule  of  discipline  from  page  68.] 
Now  I  say,  that  no  individual  was  identified  as  the  cause  of  uneasiness: 
such  care  as  is  here  required,  was  not  extended  according  to  their  own 
showing.  **  First,  by  the  individuals  concerned,  and  then  by  the  Pre- 
parative Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  to  which  he  or  she  may  belong;" 
no  such  process,  or  labour  was  extended;  ^^  should  these  labours  prove 
unavailing,  report  of  thtf  case  should  be  made  by  that  meeting  to  the 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders."  The  prerequisite  duties, 
not  being  observed  as  prescribed  in  the  discipline,  and  an  anonymout 
case  introduced  would  leave  the  Quarterly  Meeting  in  the  dilemma|(if 
there  were  two  persons  in  the  meeting)  of  not  knowing  who  the  indivi- 
dual was;  their  not  having  ofRcial  information.  An  application  was 
made  by  some  of  the  members  of  that  Preparative  Meeting,  Leonard 
Snowdon  being  clerk,  who  I  think  proposed  the  thing;  having  the  pa 
in  his  hand,  he  could  do  as  he  pleased  in  that  case;  his  wife  being  one 
of  the  members,  Ann  Scattergood  another,  Mary  Taylor  another,  (a  near 
connexion  of  Edward  Randolph's,)  these  carried  farther  an  irregular  ap- 
])lication,  of  a  nameless  case,  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and 
ciders,  against  the  judgment  of  two  of  its  members,  who  altogether  con- 
stituted that  meeting. 

[noon.J 

Q.  Of  how  many  mcinbtrs  did  that  Preparative  Meeting  then  consist? 
A.  Six,  I  ihink. 

Q.   Was  not  Jo&eph  Scaltcrjjood  ;il  ihut  liinc  one  of  them? 

A.  I  ih'njght  he  wan  not  then  living.      If  hi:  was  then  living  he  would 


J^ 


443 

have  been  its  clerk.    I  am  under  the  impression  that  lie  was  deceased; 
and  if  so,  the  meeting  would  have  consisted  of  six. 

Q.  Did  not  Samuel  Noble  finally  consent  to  the  business  going  for- 
ward, and  you  remain  the  only  dissentient? 

A.  I  had  made  an  intimation*  which  might  have  been  construed  by 
those  who  were  about  carrying  the  measure,  into  something  like  a  kind 
of  indilFcrence  about  it.  But  as  Samuel  Noble  would  not  give  up  the 
point,  but  remained  firm  in  his  opposition  to  the  measure,  I  became 
satisfied  myself  that  the  measure  was  wrong  from  the  discussion  that 
took  place,  and  united  with  Samuel  Noble  in  resisting  it — though  that 
complaisance  in  me,  trifling  as  it  was,  was  mentioned  afterwards,  as  a 
vindication  of  their  irregular  proceedings. 

Q.  Was  not  the  case  of  Green  street  Preparative  first  introduced  into 
the  select  Quarter  by  that  application  ? 

A.  I  think  the  statement  of  facts,  which  is  an  exhibit  here,  will  de- 
tail that  event.  (Referring  to  Exhibit  C.)  I  should  prefer  a  reference 
to  that,  as  my  memory  is  not  very  tenacious  of  these  matters. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  **  Samuel  Bettle  reported  to  the  select  Quar- 
ter on  behalf  of  its  committee,"  was  not  the  report  made  on  that  occa- 
sion a  written  one,  and  signed  on  behalf  of  the  committee  ? 

A.  I  thought,  after  I  had  made  that  statement,  that  possibly  I  was 
mistaken  in  the  circumstance;  and  I  suppose  that  I  must  have  heard 
Samuel  Bettle  come  over  the  expressions,  particularly  that  the  case  was 
suddenly  wrested  out  of  their  hands,  or  something  in  that  way.  I  can- 
not speak  positively  as  to  the  case.  I  was  myself  partly  inclined  to  the 
conclusion,  that  it  might  have  been  a  written  report.  My  design  was,  to 
state  the  fact  to  the  best  of  my  recollection';  and  the  substance  of  the 
matter  would  have  been  about  the  same  in  either  case. 

Q.  Did  Samuel  Bettle  sign  that  report  ? 

A.  I  say  I  don't  know  jXwiVifc/y  whether  it  was  a  written  report  or  not; 
of  course  I  don't  know  whether  Samuel  Bettle  signed  it. 

Q.  As  soon  as  the  select  Quarter  was  informed  by  its  committee,  that 
the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street  had  taken  up  the  subject  of  diffi- 
culty, did  it  not,  to  avoid  interference  with  the  Monthly  Meeting,  im- 
mediately suspend  all  proceedings,,  and  refer  the  case  to  the  Quarterly 
Meeting  for  discipline  ? 

A.  I  think  that  matter  is  detailed  in  the  statement  of  facts  (Exhibit 
C.)  of  its  coming  before  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  I  refer  to  that. 

Q.  Did  the  select  Quarter  take  any  steps  in  the  case,  after  it  sent  that 
minute  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  for  discipline? 

Witness.  What  case  is  it? 

Counsel.  The  case  we  have  been  talking  about  this  great  while— the 
case  of  Leonard  Snowdon— <the  case  of  disunity  in  Green  street  Prepara- 
tive Meeting. 

Witness.  (Pausing.)  I  was  trying  to  recollect  the  minutis,  so  as  to 
satisfy  the  question — and  I  can't  get  hold  of  it,  as  Leonard  Snowdon's 
case;  nor  I  can't  say  that  in  thai  case,  that  the  select  Quarterly  Meeting 
did  do  any  thing  with  it,  for  they  had  done  all  they  could  in  the  select 
Quarterly  Meeting,  and  then  in  the  other  capacity  of  members  of  the 
general  Quarterly  Meeting,  they  carried  a  pretty  bold  hand  to  finish  the 
business.  In  all  these  proceedings  they  were  without  the  sanction  of 
the  discipline.    . 
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Q.  Was  there  any  thing  in  the  discipline  that  prohibited  Leonard 
Snowdon  from  appealing^  if  he  apprehended  himself  aggrieved  ? 

A.  There  is  nothing  in  the  discipline  to  authorize  an  appeal,  where 
a  member  is  not  an  offender,  nor  brought  up  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  u 
such. 

[The  question  is  again  read  to  the  witness.] 

That  part  of  the  discipline  contained  in  the  Third  Query ,  "  are  they  in 
unity  among  themselves,  and  with  the  meeting  they  belong  to?"— makes 
the  Monthly  Meeting  the  judge  in  the  case.  And,  as  has  been  stated, 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  was  infoi*med  by  a  minute  from  the  Monthlf 
Meeting,  that  he  was  not  deprived  of  any  of  his  rights  as  a  member. 
His  appointment  was  to  cfti/^— for  which  he  got  no  pay— he  was  not 
paid  so  much  a  year — not  like  an  officer  in  the  civil  govemmenty  who 
might  be  appointed  for  a  year  to  a  service,  and  to  receive  the  emoli- 
ments  for  that  service,  to  be  released  in  three  months  of  the  term  for 
which  he  was  appointed,  he  might  consider  himself  aggrieved,  aod 
prosecute  for  his  nine  months  pay— -(supposing  they  had  paid  him  the 
three  months,)  not  so  in  this  case — there  was  no  pay  her^^and  hevai 
not  deprived  of  any  of  his  rights  as  a  member. 

The  witness  is  again  referred  to  the  question;  when  he  further  says, 
that  if  it  is  not  answered,  I  must  refer  you  to  the  discipline. 

Counsel.  Will  you  refer  to  the  rule  of  discipline? 

Witness.  I  suppose  there  is  no  more  discipline  to  authorize  him  to 
appeal  for  the  office  of  an  elder,  than  if  he  wanted  to  be  clerk  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting,  and  the  meeting  would  not  appoint  him  to  that  service, 
and  he  was  to  make  an  appeal,  and  say  he  considered  himself  aggrieved, 
than  there  would  be  in  that  casp.  There  have  been  a  thousand  things 
that  there  Is  no  discipline  to  authorize,  nor  to  prohibit. 

Counsel.  Am  I  to  understand  then  that  there  is  no  rule  of  discipline 
which  prohibits  an  appeal  in  such  a  case? 

A.  I  should  suppose  that  this  part  of  the  rule  of  discipline  on  appeals 
[referring  to  the  discipline,  first  page,  title,  "Appeals,*']  **  they  mav, 
after  a  copy  of  the  testimony  is  delivered  to  them,  notify  the  first  or 
second  meeting, — which  notification  the  Monthly  Meeting  should  enter 
on  its  minutes" — thus  prescribing  the  preliminary  steps,  which,  if  they 
arc  not  complied  with,  an  appeal,  as  contemplated  by  the  discipline, 
cannot  take  place,  or  be  admitted. 

Q.  Suppose  the  Monthly  Meeting  refuses  the  member  apprehending 
himself  aggrieved,  a  copy  of  its  minute,  will  this  deprive  him  of  his 
right  of  appeal? 

A.  He  always  had  the  right  to  attend  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  hear 
its  minutes — give  direction  in  common  with  the  other  members  how 
such  minute  should  be  framed, — it  was  his  duty  to  do  so  in  common 
with  the  other  members  of  the  Monthly  Mcetingj  as  he  was  not  depriied 
by  any  act  of  the  meeting,  of  his  rights,  in  common  with  all  the  rest  of 
the  members. 

Q.  Is  a  member,  after  he  is  declared  to  be  in  disunity,  competent  w 
take  part  in  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the  meeting? 

A.  A  member  who  may  have  been  declared  in  disunity  with  hss 
Monthly  Meeting,  in  such  a  degree,  in  a  particular  case,  might  in  thai 
particular  case,  differ  in  sentiment  with  his  Monthly  Meeting  in  point 
of  judgment  or  opinion,  which   would  disqualify  him   for  a   certain 
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service;  and  he  would  be  qualified,  and  really  enjoy  all  his  rights  and 
privileges,  in  every  other  respect  in  society. 

Q.  Is  it  then  no  offence  for  a  member  to  be  in  disunity  with  his 
Monthly  Meeting? 

A.  No,  not  in  certain  cases.  I  might  have  an  opinion  that  it  would 
be  right  for  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  do  a  certain  thingv^-make  a  rule 
of  discipline,  say,  the  Monthly  Meeting  differs  with  me,— unite  in  opi- 
nion that  it  would  be  inexpedient,  and  that  I  was  wrong  in  my  judgment 
—and  yet  I  might  be  in  the  full  enjoyment  of  all  my  rights  and  privi- 
leges in  society,— only  not  to  control  them,  a  right  which  no  man  has, 
nor  ought  to  have. 

Q.  In  such  a  case  as  that,  would  the  Monthly  Meeting  record  a  mem- 
ber on  its  minutes  as  an  offender,  or  as  being  in  disunity  with  the  meet- 
ing? 

A.  Yes,  they  might  state  the  case,  and  say,  that  such  a  person  open- 
ed a  prospect  to  the  meeting,  that  it  would  be  right  to  have  a  rule  of 
discipline  in  some  certain  case;  but  the  meeting  did  not  unite  with  such 
a  person,  or  they  might  say,  that  they  were  in  disunity  with  him,  or  he 
with  them  in  the  case,  and  still  not  invade  any  of  his  rights  as  a  mem- 
ber of  society. 

Q.  In  such  case,  would  the  overseers  visit  him  and  take  his  case  to 
the  Preparative  Meeting,  and  from  thence  to  the  Monthly,  and  then  make 
a  minute? 

A.  They  might,  if  they  chose. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  know  such  an  instance,  except  in  the  case  of  Leon- 
ard Snowdon? 

A.  I  think  I  have  known  a  number  of  cases,— several,  however,  where 
members  have  been  treated  with  by  the  overseers^  and  their  cases  carried 
to  the  Preparative  Meeting,  and  the  case  stopped  there;  the  member 
stood  then  as  he  did  before. 

Q.  If  you  can  recollect  it,  state  one  of  those  cases? 

A.  If  I  could  recollect  such  a  case,  I  should  frustrate  the  intentions  of 
the  discipline  and  order  of  society,  in  making  a  record  of  it  here. 

Q.  You  state,  that  you  recollect  several  such  cases,  which  were  taken 
to  the  Preparative  Meeting  and  stopped  there ;  do  you  recollect  any  such 
case  that  was  taken  from  the  Preparative  to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
there  recorded? 

A.  Why,  all  cases  of  delinquency  of  members  that  come  to  the  Month- 
ly Meeting,  as  offenders  against  the  discipline,  are  commonly  recorded. 

Q.  I  wish  the  witness  to  recollect  the  case  stated  to  be  for  a  difference 
of  sentiment,  and  to  answer  the  question. 

A.  The  case  alluded  to,  then,  I  say,  was  one  wherein  the  individual 
was  not  recorded  as  an  offender  against  the  discipline,  but  was  so  cir- 
cumstanced,—say  by  an  error  of  judgment,  if  you  please— as  not  to  be 
qualified  for  the  station  he  filled,  and  was  released  from  it;  and  then  re- 
mained in  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  rights  as  a  member.  As  to  his  saying 
he  was  aggrieved,  there  is  nothing  in  the  discipline  to  prevent  him  from 
appealing  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  feeling  himself  aggrieved,  because 
Benjamin  Cooper  would  not  give  him  one  of  his  plantations. 

Adjourned  until  Monday  next,  at  2  o'clock,  P.  M. 

Monday,  November  39,  1830,  at  two  o'clock,  P.  M.    Cross-cxamina- 
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lion  of  Abraham  Lower  continued.     Present  Mr.  Brown,  ex  parte  Hen- 
drickson.—- Mr.  Price  for  Decow  and  Shotwell. 

Question  by  Mr.  Brown,  Did  you  ever  know  any  instance  in  which  an 
individual  was  treated  with  by  overseers,  and  his  case  carried  to  the 
Preparative  or  Monthly  Meeting,  and  a  record  there  made  that  he  was 
in  disunity^  merely  because  he  diifered  in  sentiment  from  his  Monthly 
Meeting,  respecting  any  subject  that  was  under  discussion? 

Answer.  (After  a  long  pause,  and  the  question  again  read  to  the  wit- 
ness.) I  think  I  have  stated  such  a  case;  with  the  exception  of  the 
qualified  expression  in  Leonard  Snowdon's  case,  that  he  was  in  such  a 
degree  ofdisunity^  and  that  it  was  taken  to  the  Preparative  Meeting;  that 
as  I  stated,  a  case  without  name  was  submitted  to  the  Monthly  Meeting, 
a  committee  appointed  in  the  Monthly  Meeting  for  advice  or  assistance 
in  a  difHcult  case,— the  party  nameleas.  This  committee,  of  course, 
considered  of  the  subject,  and  it  resulted  in  the  release  of  Leonard 
Snowdon  from  service,  without  impairing  any  of  his  rights  as  a  member, 
as  I  have  before  stated. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  known  of  any  other  instance? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  have  known  precisely  such  a  case. 

Q.  Were  there  not  a  number  of  the  members  of  Philadelphia  Quarter 
who  contended  that  Leonard  Snowdon  had  the  right  of  appeal,  and  that 
his  complaint  of  grievance  ought  to  be  heard? 

A.  There  were  a  number.  But  the  introduction  of  the  case  into  Phi- 
ladelphia Quarterly  Meeting,  by  the  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  and 
elders,  arraigning  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  for  suddenly  arresting, 
or  wresting  the  case  out  of  their  hands,  was  a  violation  of  the  discipline, 
which  I  have  cited.  "  None  of  which  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders 
shall  in  anywise  interfere  with  the  business  of  a  meeting  for  discipline." 
After  this  communication  from  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  ciders,  was 
forced  upon  the  meeting  against  the  expressed  voice  and  judgment  of  a 
considerable  number,  as  being  an  infraction  of  the  discipline,  and  that  I 
think  two  Quarterly  Meetings  had  elapsed  from  its  first  introduction  of 
it,  before  there  was  an  attempt  made  to  make  an  appeal  case  of  Leonard 
Snowdon's  case;  and  a  piece  of  management  was  resorted  to,  perhaps 
one  Quarterly  Meeting  or  two,  two  Quarterly  Meetings  perhaps  after 
Leonard  Snowdon  had  represented  his  case  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  in 
which  he  thought  he  was  aggrieved;  I  think  it  was  the  management  I 
alluded  to;  it  was  introduced  by  Samuel  Bettle,  to  transpose  the  case  of 
Leonard  Snowdon,  which  stood  on  the  minutes  of  the  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing, as  introduced  after  this  infraction  of  the  discipline,  by  the  select 
Quarterly  Meeting.  Leonard  Snowdon's  case  then  coming  up  first  on 
the  minutes  after  two  Quarterly  Meetings  had  elapsed,  as  I  think  was 
the  case,  we  were  surprised  with  the  information  of  the  plan  which  the 
Orthodox,  as  they  are  now  called,  had  adopted  of  making  an  appeal  case 
of  it;  and  which  was  so  resisted  by  the  body  of  the  meeting,  as  finally 
led  to  the  result  of  an  application  to  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Did  not  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  call  Leonard  Snowdon's 
communication  '*  an  Appeal,"  in  the  paper  which  that  Monthly  Meet- 
ing sent  up  to  the  Quarter,  on  the  subject? 

A.  It  might  possibly ;  and  I  cannot  say,  that  it  did  not  refer  to  the 
novel  construction  that  was  given  to  it,  by  that  appellation;  in  the  Quar- 
terly Meeting,  I  mean.     If  I  had  a  distinct  recollection,  I  would  state 
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it;  but  I  hare  stated  the  matter  about  as  distinctly  as  my  memory  will 
permit  me. 

Q.  How  many  members  of  the  select  Preparative  Meeting  of  Green 
street,  were  in  unity  with  Leonard  Snowdon,  at  the  time  the  overseers 
commenced  their  proceedings  against  him? 

A.  I  think,  I  stated  before,  that  his  wife,  Ann  Scattergood,  Mary 
Taylor,  and  if  Joseph  Scattergood  was  then  living,  no  doubt  they  were 
in  unity  with  him;  whether  he  was  then  living,  I  do  not  now  distinctly 
recollect. 

Q.  You  have  spokon  of  three  female  members  of  Green  street  select 
Preparative  Meeting,  who  manifested  a  disunity  with  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing; will  you  please  to  state  the  acts  by  which  they  manifested  their  dis- 
unity? 

A.  It  was  distinctly  understood,  that  they  did  unite  with  Leonard 
Snowdon  in  that  act  of  his,  out  of  which  grew  such  a  degree  of  disunity^ 
as  iiras  manifested  on  his  part,  as  induced  the  Monthly  Meeting  to  re- 
lease him  from  his  appointment;  which,  of  itself,  was  of  that  nature,  as 
to  create  in  them  the  same  kind  of  feelings  towards  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, as  appeared  to  prevail  in  Leonard  Snowdon's  mind;  one  of  those 
females  being  the  wife  of  Leonard  Snowdon,  another  the  wife  or  widow 
of  Joseph  Scattergood,  the  third  Mary  Taylor,  a  near  connexion  of  Ed- 
ward Randolph's,  who  had  signed  that  paper,  which  was  an  indication 
of  his  hostility  against  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street.  And  cir- 
cumstances would  naturally  arise  in  the  transaction  of  the  business, 
where  degrees  of  disunity  might  be  manifested,  on  such  occasions,  so  as 
to  be  understood  easier  than  I  can  describe.  But  particularly  in  answer- 
ing the  query,  ^'  is  love  and  unity  maintained  amongst  you?  is  talebear- 
ing and  detraction  discouraged?"  there  would,  I  think  I  have  understood 
on  such  occasions,  be  a  disposition  manifested  on  the  part  of  some  of 
those  persons  to  lower  the  answer  so  as  to  indicate  a  want  of  *'  love  and 
unity,"  insomuch  that  I  remember  to  have  heard  on  one  occasion  of  that 
kind,  in  reply  to  some  proposition  by  Ann  Scattergood  $  I  think  she  was 
told,  that  if  she  wished  such  an  exception  made,  that  as  the  meeting  was 
remarkably  united,  that  it  should  be  made,  naming  herself,  and  perhaps 
others  of  those  few,  if  they  wished  it,  as  an  exception.  The  meeting  of 
course,  knowing  that  their  disunity  grew  out  of  the  circumstance  of  tale- 
bearing and  detraction^  which  Joseph  Whitall  was  guilty  of;  and  Com- 
fort and  Bell,  who  were  justly  disowned  for  at  least  a  part  of  their  share 
in  such  business;  and  that  the  party  with  which  they  were  leagued,  were 
united  with  those  individuals;  all  uniting  their  eflbrts,  hostile  to  the  well 
being,  as  we  understood,  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting. 

Q.  Was  it  known  to  the  members  of  Green  street  meeting,  that  those 
women  did  not  unite  with  the  sentiments  of  Ellas  Hicks? 

A.  My  previous  answer  will  answer  that  question,  as  I  take  it. 

Mr.  Brown*  I  think  the  witness  on  rcHection,  will  be  satisfied,  that  the 
previous  answer  is  not  an  answer  to  that  question. 

Witness.  I  believe  it  was  so  generally  understood.  Being  the  wives 
and  connexion  of  those  who  had  distinguished  themselves  in  the  disor- 
derly opposition  to  him;  in  every  stop  of  which  they  appeared  to  be 
violating  the  discipline  against  taleliearing  and  detraction,  as  before 
named;  and  the  combination  of  the  cldcrb  as  before  described  acting 
against  or  without  discipline. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  a  conmiittcc  was  appointed  by  Green  street 
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Monthly  Meeting;,  to  exatnLne  into  the  state  of  the  select  Preparative 
Meeting.  Did  you  ever  before  know  a  committee  appointed  in  any 
Monthly  Meeting  for  that  purpose? 

A.  There  had  not  such  a  case  occurred  before  in  that  Monthly  Meet- 
ing; and  whether  any  other,  I  cannot  positively  say.  But  from  the  cir- 
cumstances which  I  have  recited,  respecting  the  disunity  that  had  exist- 
ed, and  did  exist,  among  them,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  Monthly  Meeting; 
to  inquire  into  its  state  and  condition,  which  they  had  reason  to  appre- 
hend was  in  a  state  requiring  such  care.  That  meeting  being  subordi- 
nate to  the  Monthly  Meeting,  giving  direction  of  the  time  of  its  sittingi, 
when  it  shall  hold  its  meetings,  and  the  discipline  making  it  the  duty  of 
the  Monthly  Meeting  to  ^'  take  care  that  the  elders  discharge  the  tmst 
confided  to  them;"  and  as  the  discipline  formerly  stood,  the  language 
was  very  specific,  that  that  care  should  be  extended,  I  think,  nearly  ia 
these  words,  *'  in  such  manner  and  such  matter,  as  the  Monthly  Meeting 
shall,  from  time  to  time,  I  think  it  is,  appoint  unto  them ;"  somethisg 
indicating  that  minutiae  of  care. 

Q.  Were  you  a  member  of  that  committee? 

A.  I  cannot  say,  positively,  whether  I  was  or  was  not,  because  I  doh*t 
remember.  But  I  don't  think  I  was;  as  I  was  a  member  of  that  Meeting, 
I  think  it  would  hardly  have  been  consistent,  that  I  should  have  been  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Q.  About  what  time  was  this  committee  appointed? 

A.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  say,  for  want  of  recollection. 

Q.  You  have  stated,  that  of  the  three  women  who  manifested  disunity, 
two  were  removed  from  their  stations  as  elders,  on  the  report  of  that 
committee;  what  was  done  with  the  third? 

A.  The  third,  I  think,  still  stands  as  a  member  of  Green  street  Month- 
ly Meeting,  in  common  with  the  rest,  on  its  records;  though  not  noticed 
in  that  account  I  gave  the  other  day. 

Q.  Why  was  she  not  also  released? 

A.  She  was  a  minister — the  wife  of  Leonard  Snowdon. 

Q.  But  as  you  have  pronounced  her  to  be  in  disunity,  why  should  a 
distinction  be  made  between  her  and  the  others? 

A.  We  were  all  willing,  I  think,  to  allow  her,  as  well  as  her  husband, 
to  believe  and  think  to  the  best  of  their  understandings  on  religioai 
matters;  and  were  not  disposed  to  deprive  them  of  the  right  of  private 
judgment. 

Q.  Docs  the  authority  under  which  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting 
acted,  in  displacing  the  members  of  the  select  meeting,  apply  equallr 
to  ministers  and  elders? 

A.  I  think  not,  the  discipline  that  I  have  cited. 

Q,  Will  tlie  witness  please  to  point  out  the  difference  that  the  diKi- 
pline  makes  between  them? 

A.  I  should  prefer  a  reference  to  that  discipline,  which,  I  underitaad, 
has  been  made  an  exhibit  here. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

Tuesday  morning,  November  30,  1830,  at  10  o'clock,  A.  M.  Croii- 
examination  of  Abraham  Lower  continued.  Present,  the  same  as  yesf- 
terday. 

The  book  of  discipline,  exhibited  and  marked  No.  13,  was  produced 
to  the  witness,  when  he  continues  his  answer.    There  appears  to  be  in 
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cqiecial  injunction  of  the  discipline  on  the  Monthly  Meetings,  that  el- 
ders do  **  carefully  discharge  the  trust  confided  to  them."  [The  wit- 
ness cites  the  last  paragraph  on  page  63.]  And  again,  page  68,  in  the 
discipline  first  cited,  the  obligation  seems  to  be  particular  in  this  of  a 
general  character,  and  now  I'll  read  it:  *-  And  if  any  acknowledged 
member  of  our  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders,"  Sec.  [The  witness 
reads  the  paragraph.]  The  Monthly  Meeting  being  the  sole  judge  in 
fhe  case,  whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  it,  it  would  exercise  its  discre* 
tion  as  to  the  degree  of  disqualificatiou  which  a  minister  might  mani- 
f  fest,  whether  it  should  be  noticed  at  all  by  the  Monthly  Meeting;  whether 
**the  state  of  its  Preparative  Meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  was  so  cir- 
cumstanced, that  it  could  attend  to  the  case  of  a  minister  or  elder,  in 
wome  degree  of  disunity,  so  as  to  have  it  privately  settled,  or  whether 
they  should  be  satisfied  that  a  party  in  the  select  Preparative  Meeting 
liaving  the  ascendency  there,  were  opposed  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Monthly  Meeting,  as  was  the  case  with  Green  street  Preparative  Meet- 
ing of  ministers  and  elders,  at  the  time  alluded  to.  In  that  case,  the 
Monthly  Meeting  would  of  course  exercise  its  own  discretion.  Its  over- 
seers would  pay  attention  to  the  case,  as  I  have  shown,  that  the  overseers 
of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  did  so  attend  to  the  case  of  those  in- 
dividuals, elders,  that  I  have  spoken  of,  us  well  as  the  case  of  Jane 
Snowdon,  who  was  that  third  person  to  which  the  (fuestion  alludes. 
Jane  Snowdon  being  an  aged  and  infirm  woman,  after  the  overseers  had 
paid  some  attention  to  her  case,  by  a  visit  to  her,  as  she  had  often  been 
frequently  absent  from  meetings  for  worship,  and  seldom  appeared  as  a 
minister;  tenderness,  a  feeling  of  tenderness  towards  her,  so  operated  on 
the  minds  of  the  overseers,  and  the  membLTS  of  Green  street  Monthly 
Meeting,  as  to  induce  them  to  let  her  case  rest,  and  endure  whatever 
was  unpleasant,  rather  than  take  her  cuse  up,  or  proceed  further  in  ity  I 
should  say. 

Q.  Did  the  committee,  appointed  to  examine  into  the  state  of  the 
select  Preparative  Meeting,  make,  or  offer  any  visit  to  the  two  female 
ciders,  or  in  any  way  inform  them  of  the  proceedings  that  were  going 
on  against  them,  before  they  reported  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  that  they 
ought  to  be  removed  from  the  station  as  elders? 

A.  I  don't  think  it  probable  that  they  did.  There  was  no  obligation 
upon  them  by  the  discipline  to  proceed  in  such  a  formal  way.  The 
committee  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  being  satisfied  of  their  disqualifica- 
tiqn  to  serve  it,  (the  meeting,)  in  the  station  of  elders,  to  which  they 
were  appointed,  and  making  a  report  that  they  were  disqualified  for 
that  service,  the  Monthly  Meeting  adopting  that  report,  and  released 
them  accordingly  from  further  service,  as  its  representatives  in  that 
case.  As  their  rights,  as  members  of  the  society,  were  not  infringed, 
they  were  left  as  all  the  rest  of  the  members,  in  the  enjoyment  of  their 
rights  and  privileges,  as  members  of  the  society. 

Q.  How  then  did  the  committee  ascertain  that  those  women  were  in 
disunity? 

A.  Partly  by  the  opposition  which  I  have  described  in  a  previous 
answer,  which  was  manifest  in  the  women's  Monthly  Meeting,  and 
partly  as  detailed  in  the  *'  statement  of  facts."  (Exhibit  C.)  The  wit- 
ness cites  page  10,  last  paragraph,  and  reads,  '^  we  next  state,  that  on 
account  of  open  and  continued  opposition  manifested  by  two  of  our 
women  elders,  not  only  to  the  Monthly  Meetingt  but  to  particular  mem- 
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berSy  this  meeting;,  after  having  appointed  a  committee  to  take  into  con-   < 
sideration  the  relative  standing  of  our  elders,  and  after  having  on  their  i 
united  report  weightily  deliberated  upon  the  subject,  came  to  the  judg-  j 
ment,  that  the  service  of  these  two  Friends  had  ceased,  as  elders  of  the  * 
meeting;  and  accordingly  they  were  released  from  said  service,  on  the- 
authority  of  the  following  discipline:  *'  two  parts  of  the  discipline,  first   * 
requiring  them,  by  the  Third  Query,  to  be  in  unity,  one  with  another, 
and  trith  the  meeting  they  belong  to;"  and  the  next,  that  Monthly  Meet' 
ings  take  carCj  as  in  page  96,  of  the  discipline.     I  regret  the  necessity 
imposed  upon  me,  because  it  must  refer  to  myself,  in  some  degree.     It 
was  observable,  afFcctingly  so,  to  the  members  of  the  meeting,  in  our 
meetings  for  worship,  that  their  conduct  was  indecorous,  particularly 
many  times,  Ann  Scattergood's  conduct,  that  while  a  minister  was  en- 
gaged in  the  exercise  of  his  gift  in  the  ministry,  that  there  was  exhibited 
by  them,  and  Ann  Scattergood,  in  a  very  particular  manner,  a  public 
expression  of  disapprobation,  disunity,  by  a  very  unseemly  degree  of 
restlessness,  turning  about,  and  staring  the  preacher  in  the  face>  in  a 
manner  that  was  deemed  very  rude  and  offensive  by  the  meeting,  who 
observed  it,  and  which  had  an  evident  tendency,  so  far  as  such  circum- 
stances could  have,  to  interrupt  and  disturb  the  solemnity  of  the  occa- 
sion. 

Q.  By  your  introduction  to  this  last  statement,  I  understand  the  min- 
ister alluded  to,  was  yourself? 

A.  It  was — but  I  believe  the  offensive  conduct  which  I  have  described 
Ann  to  have  practised,  was  not  exclusively  confined  to  myself  on  such   . 
occasions. 

Q.  To  whom  else  was  similar  conduct  extended  I 

A.  I  cannot  particularly  enumerate.  But  it  appeared  their  hostility 
was  settled  against  such  as  united  with  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meet- 
ing- . 

Q.  Did  the  Monthly  Meeting  appoint  a  committee,  to  labour  with  .' 

them  for  their  restoration  to  fellowship  and  unity?  I 

A.  After  having  released  them  from  duty,  as  elders,  their  cause  being  j 
espoused  by  that  party  in  the  select  or  Quarterly  Meeting  of  ministers  j 
and  elders,  doubtless  it  was  considered  a  hopeless  case  to  attempt  to  re-   ^ 
store  them,  being  supported  by  such  a  powerful  party.     And,  besides, 
if  the  Monthly  Meeting  chose  to  consider  the  offence  of  a  nature,  prin- 
cipally to  disqualify  them  as  elders,  they  had  a  right  to  exercise  their 
own  discretion  in  the  case. 

Q.  Is  not  the  discipline  of  the  society  founded  on  the  principle  of 
restoring  love,  that  where  any  member  has  erred,  tender  and  affection- 
ate endeavours  should  be  used  to  reclaim  him,  before  judgment  is  pro- 
nounced in  his  case? 

A.  The  discipline  does  so  enjoin.  Its  great  object  is  restoration* 
But  the  nature  of  these  proceedings  was  not  of  that  character  as  to  af- 
fect the  rights  of  the  members,  as  doubtless  it  was  thought  by  some  they 
might  dissent  from  their  friends,  on  conscientious  grounds;  and,  there- 
fore, to  such  who  claimed  «the  right  of  judging  in  such  cases  for  them- 
selves, it  would  have  been  unreasonable  in  them,  not  to  have  conceded 
the  same  right  to  others;  and  were,  therefore,  content  to  act  according 
to  the  dictates  of  their  own  conscience  in  spiritual  matters,  without  at- 
tempting to  bring  them  to  an  account  for  their  opinions,  and  merely  to 
discharge  them  from  Mpvicei  which  they  were  not  qualified  to  perform, 
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lad  which  the  Monthly  Meeting  might  have  concluded  was  an  error  of 
jadgment  which  constituted  that  disqualification — and  therefore  discipli- 
Bary  proceedings  were  inapplicable  in  the  case. 

Q.  Tou  have  stated  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Green  street  ^^  a/- 
ways  acted  in  strict  conformity  with  the  discipline,**  Will  you  please  to 
■tate  which  of  the  two  methods  it  took  to  release  its  elders,  is  most 
itrictly  in  conformity  with  the  discipline;  that  pursued  in  relation  to 
Leonard  Snowdon,  who  was  dealt  with  for  disunity  by  the  overseers, 
reported  by  them  to  the  Preparative  Meeting,  and  from  them  to  the 
Monthly  Meeting,  or  that  adopted  in  the  cases  of  the  two  female  elders^ 
who  were  displaced  by  the  Monthly  Meeting  on  the  report  of  its  com- 
mittee, without  the  intervention  of  the  overseers,  or  of  the  Preparative 
Meeting  ? 

A.  I  conceive  the  result  in  both  cases  to  have  been  the  same,  though 
the  preliminary  steps  may  have  been  different;  in  the  incipient  state  of 
the  first  case,  the  notice  that  was  taken  in  the  Preparative  and  Monthly 
Meeting  of  that  case,  the  Preparative  Meeting  being  not  a  meeting  of 
record,  and  the  Monthly  Meeting  having  a  nameless  case,  as  related  to 
the  proceedings  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  definitively,  they  were  both  the 
umej  none  of  the  rights  of  any  of  these  individuals,  as  members  of  so- 
ciety, were  affected. 

Q.  Are  either  of  these  modes  prescribed  by  the  discipline? 

A.  They  are  both  described.  I  have  cited  the  distinction  in  my  an- 
swer heretofore  this  morning ;  and  I'll  do  it  again,  if  you  please.  I  re- 
fer to  the  same  pages  and  paragraphs  of  the  discipline  I  cited  before. 

Q.  Did  not  the  two  female  elders  present  a  written  remonstrance  to 
the  Monthly  Meeting,  stating,  ''that  its  committee  had  never  visited 
them,  nor  given  them  any  notice  of  its  intended  proceedings  against 
ttem,"  and  that  ''they  considered  themselves  deprived  of  their  rights, 
contrary  to  the  discipline  and  usages  of  the  society?" 

A.  I  don't  recollect  the  precise  nature  of  the  communication  which 
they  made  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting.  [The  question  is  again  read  to 
tibe  witness,  when  he  says,]  I  think  they  made  such  a  communication  to 
^tbe  Monthly  Meeting.  But  as  that  meeting  well  knew  that  it  had  not 
deprived  them  of  their  rights  as  members  of  the  society,  they,  of  course, 
were  unable  to  conceive  what  possible  ground  they  had  to  complain  of 
being  aggrieved,  if  that  was  the  nature  of  their  communication,  and  it's 
likely  it  was.  And  this  consequence  would  be  the  natural  result  of  ad- 
mitting that  an  elder  once  appointed  to  service  by  the  Monthly  Meeting, 
without  the  Monthly  Meeting  having  the  power  of  releasing  them,  when 
they  were  satisfied  their  services  ceased  in  that  capacity  by  such  a  de- 
gree o/disuniti/j  as  to  amount  in  their  judgment  to  a  disqualification  for 
the  service,  that  it  would  be  to  establish  an  elder  as  a  lord  over  the  con- 
sciences of  a  whole  meeting.  And  if  that  individual  was  supported  .by 
a  combination  of  men,  acting  in  the  violation,  and  against  the  discipline, 
as  in  the  case  of  Leonard  Snowdon,  it  would  amount,  in  my  opinion,  to 
the  establishment  of  Popery  in  one  of  its  worst,  and  most  obvious  fea- 
tures; denying  to  that  meeting,  the  right  of  private  judgment. 

Q,  When  their  cases  were  presented  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  by  the 
committee,  did  not  a  number  of  the  members  protest  against  the  pro- 
ceedings as  arbitrary  and  contrary  to  the  discipline? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  particularly,  but  I  think  it  very  probable  that  a 
few,  say  possibly  a  han  a  dozen  members  might  have  made  such  a  pro- 
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test.  As  there  were  two  sons  of  one  of  the  indiTiduals,  a  son-in-law  of 
another,  and  it  is  likely  Leonard  Snowdon's  son,  and  son-in-law,  and  an 
Englishman  who  was  connected  with  Joseph  Scattergood  in  business. 
Some  of  these,  or  all  of  them,  might  have  expressed  their  opposition  to 
the  measure.  But  these  were  only  a  small  part  of  the  meeting;  because, 
when  the  Orthodox  separated  from  us  in  Fourth-month,  36th,  1827,  or 
about  that  time,-^there  were  then  one  hundred  and  twenty-one  men;  and 
when  they  went  off,  and  they  rallied  and  took  some,  I  think,  who  were 
not  expected  to  have  g^ne  with  them,  their  numbers  consisted  of  from 
seventeen  to  twenty;  a  number  of  them  had  not  distinguished  themselves 
as  on  their  side  till  that  decisive  step  was  adopted. 

Q.  Did  not  they  (the  two  female  elders)  make  a  written  application  to 
the  Monthly  Meeting  for  a  copy  of  its  minutes  in  their  cases,  and  inform 
it,  that  they  felt  themselves  aggrieved  by  its  proceedings,  and  intended 
to  appeal  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  for  redress? 

A.  I  can't  speak  positively  about  it:  but  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
that  might  have  taken  place.  But  as  they  were  left,  when  released  from 
service  as  they  were,  in  the  full  enjoyment  of  their  rights  as  members, 
and  I  think  did  so  enjoy  them,  and  the  Monthly  Meeting,!  think, being 
clothed  with  discretion  by  the  discipline,  to  furnish  a  copy  of  its  pro- 
ceedings, or  not,  except  in  cases  of  appeal  provided  for  by  the  disci- 
pline, that  is,  when  a  member  is  disowned  by  a  Monthly  Meeting,  they 
have  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting;  in  that  case,  I  think, 
the  Monthly  Meeting  is  bound  to  furnish  a  copy  of  its  testimony  of  dis- 
ownment  against  them.  But  these  persons  were  not  disowned;  and 
therefore  (here  is  no  provision  in  the  discipline,  in  any  other  rase  but 
that  of  disoicnmeni*  And  if  such  proceedings  took  place,  I  think  it  like- 
ly the  Monthly  Meeting  exercised  its  discretion  in  not  furnishing  a  copy 
of  the  minute,  releasing  them  from  service  as  elders. 

Q.  If  your  recollection  on  the  subject  is  distinct,  I  wish  you  to  say 
whether  the  meeting  did,  or  did  not,  refuse  such  copies? 

A.  As  we  have  dwelt  a  considerable  time  on  the  subject,  I  am  now 
inclined  to  think,  that  the  Monthly  Meeting  did  not  furnish  them  with 
a  copy  of  its  minute,  made  on  the  occasion  of  releasing  them  from  ser- 
vice. 

Q.  When  the  Quarterly  Meeting  appointed  a  committee  to  hear  what 
those  two  women  had  to  allege  against  the  proceedings  of  Green  street 
Monthly  Meeting,  was  an  equal  opportunity  of  being  heard,  offered  by 
that  committee  to  the  Monthly  Meeting  ? 

A.  The  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting,  as  well  as  a  large 
body,  I  suppose  a  majority  in  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  in- 
deed all  of  them,  must  have  known  that  the  Quarterly  Meeting  had  no- 
thing to  do  in  the  case.  The  Monthly  Meeting  was  sole  and  exclusive 
judge  of  who  was  qualified  to  serve  them  in  that  appointment.  (The 
question  was  again  read  to  the  witness,  when  he  further  says,)  The 
Monthly  Meeting  were  cautious  of  accepting  any  offers  of  a  committee 
to  consider  of  a  case  where  they  were  exclusive  judges  by  the  discipline; 
and  it  is  noted  in  that  statement  of  facts,  which,  if  you  please,  I  will  ad- 
vert by  reading.  The  witness  reads  from  pages  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15. 
16,  of  the  "  Statement  of  Facts,"  Exhibit  C. 

Q.  Did  the  proceedings  of  the  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  against 
the  two  females,  originate  in  the  toomen^s  Monthly  Meeting,  or  were 
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these  cases  first  introduced  into  it  after  the  men's  meeting  had  decided 
to  displace  themP 

A.  I  think  the  case  was  introduced  into  the  men's  meeting,  by  one  of 
our  elders,  and  afterwards  carried  into  the  women's  meeting;  or  they 
notified  of  the  proceedings  in  the  men's  meeting,  which,  as  in  such 
cases  concerning  matters  for  the  consideration  of  both  meetings,  was  of 
course  submitted  to  their  judgment  and  decision  in  the  case. 

Q.  In  cases  of  appeal,  did  you  ever  know  the  subject  matter  of  the  ap- 
peal, or  the  merits  ofthecase^  to  be  opened  or  discussed  in  the  Quarterly 
Meeting  at  large? 

A.  Cases  of  appeal  can  only  be  introduced,  under  the  operations  of 
the  discipline,  where  disoxvnment  takes  place,  and  the  members  are  (US' 
awnedj  disfranchised  I  should  say;  deprived  of  their  rights  as  members 
so  far  as  the  power  and  authority  of  a  Monthly  Meeting  can  do  it.  And 
therefore  an  individual  appealing,  is  considered,  in  one  sense,  to  pos- 
sess his  rights  as  a  member,  he  appeals  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting  for 
the  decision  of  that  question,  and  the  reason  of  that  provision  in  the  dis* 
cipline  is  obvious,  that  a  man's  character,  or  that  of  a  member,  is  to  be 
considered  as  clear  and  unblameable  while  that  appeal  is  pending,  and 
therefore,  that  there  may  be  no  prejudice  got  up  against  him,  or  her,-^ 
that  they  may  have  impartial  judges  in  the  case;  and  that  the  Monthly 
Meeting  might  stand  fair  too,  no  bias  given  by  a  public  expression  in 
the  Quarterly  Meeting  against  its  decision ;  that  it  may  go  to  a  commit- 
tee not  fettered  with  any  bias  or  prejudice  on  either  side.  But  these 
cases  alluded  to,  were  such  that  no  provision  is  made  in  the  discipline 
for  them.  The  only  provision  there  is  in  the  discipline,  is  for  such  as 
are  disowned^  which  these  were  not. 

The  question  being  again  read,  the  witness  further  says,  I  will  say 
then,  that  I  do  not  know  of  cases  of  appeal  being  discussed  in  the  meet- 
ings to  which  they  have  been  made. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  separating 
itself  from  Philadelphia  Quarter;  is  there  any  rule  of  discipline  which 
gives  a  Monthly  Meeting  the  power  to  do  so? 

A.  I  think  not.  But  as  I  before  stated,  discipline  makes  no  provisions 
for  revolutions.  The  Orthodox,  party  as  they  called  themselves,  had  made 
a  revolution  in  the  society,  by  violating  the  rules  of  discipline  which  I 
have  cited,  and  substituting  their  own  wills  in  place  of  discipline,  and 
which  there  was  no  defined  limits  to.  The  Monthly  Meeting  of  (ii*cen 
street,  as  any  other  body  of  reasonable  men  under  similar  circumstances, 
considered  of,  and  adopted  the  course  of  declaring  to  that  body,  that 
they  had  separated //-om  Mem,  perhaps  is  the  amount  of  the  declaration, 
and  were  about  to  join  themselves  to  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting. 

Adjourned  until  2  o'clock  this  afternoon. 

Two  o'clock,  P.  M.     Cross-examination  continued. 

Question  by  Mr.  Brovm,  You  have  spoken  of  a  conference  of  some  of 
the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  meeting,  respecting  the  separation 
of  that  meeting  from  Philadelphia  Quarter;  was  the  conclusion  to  sepa- 
rate from  it,  then  come  to? 

A.  It  was  so  concluded,  in  that  conference.  In  which,  I  think,  forty 
male  adults,  in  consideration  of  the  circumstances  that  Green  street 
Monthly  Meeting  was  placed  in,  on  the  part  of  the  Philadelphia  Quarter- 
ly Meeting,  by  the  violations  of  the  discipline  on  the  part  of  those  who 
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had  the  ascendency  there,  having  a  clerk  of  their  own  at  the  table,  who 
would  act  for  them  in  opposition  to  a  very  large  portion  of  the  meeting; 
their  clerk  on  one  occasion,  when  they  had  a  proposition  to  get  up  one 
of  those  committees  which  I  have  spoken  of,  (and  which  we  had  reason 
to  apprehend  was  designed  to  harass  and  distract  us  as  others  had  done,) 
finding  such  decisive  opposition  to  the  measure  proposed,  expressed  by 
the  great  body  of  the  meeting,  declared  that  he  could  not  conscientiously 
make  a  minute,  and  he  himself,  being  somewhat  indisposed,  the  assist- 
ant clerk,  who^n  he  had  called  to  the  table  or  proposed  as  such,  (for 
there  was  some  objection  made  to  that  course,  I  think,  as  being  the  pre- 
rogative of  the  meeting  to  appoint  the  assistant  clerk,)  the  debate  con- 
tinued for  some  time  between  the  parties  about  the  project  of  their  com- 
mittee; the  clerk  withdrew.  During  his  absence,  I  think  his  own  name, 
the  assistant  clerk  who  then  acted  as  clerk,  was  proposed  and  taken  as 
a  committee  man:  and  I  think  Jonathan  Evans'  name  was  taken  too. 
The  clerk,  I  think,  returned  after  progressing  so  far,  for  I  think  the 
measure  was  contested  closely;  a  considerable  time  was  taken  up  for  such 
occasions  in  speaking  to  them.  When  the  clerk  returned  to  the  table 
and  witnessed  the  continued  opposition  to  the  measure,  I  think  declared 
that  the  meeting  was  not  in  a  fit  state  to  proceed  in  the  nomination. 
The  meeting  adjourned,  I  think,  until  the  next  morning;  when  it  appear- 
ed that  Robert  Pitfield,  who  was  the  clerk  then,  to  us  who  were  opposed 
to  the  measure,  that  he  had  been  drilled  into  a  compliance  with  his  co- 
adjutors, he  went  on  the  next  morning  after  opening  the  business  to 
state,  I  think,  that  he  was  ready  to  take  names  for  the  committee,  that 
he  had  two  of  them,  two  names;  when  he  thought  he  had  no* evidence 
to  satisfy  any  reasonable  man,  that  any  change  had  taken  place  in  the 
minds  of  those  that  were  opposed  to  the  measure.  The  whole  ground 
was  doubtless  pretty  much  opened  to  the  view  of  those  Friends  who  met 
in  the  conference;  the  grievous  and  intolerable  oppressions  that  they 
suffered;  their  representatives  refused  by  them  to  be  heard,  ordered  to 
**  sit  down ;"  Roberts  Vaux,  for  instance,  hoped  the  "  meeting  would  not 
lower  its  dignity,  by  listening  to  the  flimsy  sophistry  of  Abraham 
Lower."  I  think  it  was  on  that  occasion,  that  he  heard  a  number  of 
voices  saying,  *•  sit  down ;"  and  his  nerves  seemed  as  if  they  did  not 
hold  him  out ;  and  he  did  sit  down^^and  after  he  was  down,  he  turned 
round,  his  head  around  backwards,  and  in  a  very  angry  manner  he  says, 
**  I  wont."  The  apprehensions  of  Green  street  members  were  seriously 
excited  from  the  many  hostile  indications  of  that  party  towards  them. 
William  SansQm  had  declared  in  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  that  Green 
street  meeting  ought  to  be  laid  down ;  and  the  members  of  it  merged 
into  the  north  meeting.  One  of  their  ministers,  Othniel  Alsop,'a  minis- 
ter and  member  of  north  meeting,  it  was  understood,  had  said  to  one  of  ^ 
our  members,  •*  we  shall  see  you  trotting  down  to  Keys*  Alley  with  your 
books  by  and  by."  As  we  had  endeavoured  to  support  the  discipline, 
and  had  kept  pretty  close  to  it,  and  no  hope  of  relief  opening  to  our  view, 
all  edification  and  comfort  in  our  association,  with  those  violators  of  the 
discipline  in  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting,  had  become  extinct  The 
Monthly  Meeting,  as  before  stated,  did  come  to  the  resolution  to  dissolve 
its  connexion  with  that  body  of  people  in  the  character  of  Philadelphia 
Quarterly  Meeting,  and  to  apply  to  Abington  Quarter. 

Q.  Were  all  the  adult  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  in- 
vited to  that  conference,  or  informed  that  it  was  to  be  held? 
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A.  I  don't  know  how  many  of  them  was  invited. 

Q.  Were  not  the  minutes  recording  the  conclusion  of  the  Monthly 
Sleeting  to  separate  from  Philadelphia  Quarter  and  join  Abington,  pre- 
pared before  the  Monthly  Meeting  was  held? 

A.  I  think  they  were.  And  it's  not  an  uncommon  thing  for  clerks  to 
prepare  minutes  for  some  business  that  it  is  known  likely  to  come  before 
« 

Q.  Did  not  the  clerk  state  at  the  opening  of  the  Monthly  Meeting, 
that  some  of  the  members  had  been  together,  and  came  to  such  a  conclu- 
sion, and  prepared  a  minute  accordingly? 

A.  I  think  it  very  probable  he  did.  And  when  that  minute  was  read, 
there  appeared  great  unanimity  with  it. 

Q.  Did  not  a  number  of  the  members  of  the  Monthly  Meeting,  pro- 
test against  the  proceedings  as  irregular  and  disorderly,  and  declare 
that  they  did  not  wish  to  be  joined  to  Abington  Quarter? 

A.  Yes*  Those  young  men  that  I  have  before  mentioned,  sons  and 
sons-in-law  of  those  elders,  and  some  few  others,  members  of  the  Month- 
ly Meeting,  amounting,  I  think  I  was  informed,  to  eight  or  nine, — I 
think  it  very  probable  that  they  did  express  their  disapprobation,  and  it 
may  be  in  them  terms,  but  I  can't  remember ;  and  on  that  occasion, 
when  the  Monthly  Meeting  had  gone  through  with  its  business,  those 
few  individuals  that  I  have  spoken  of,  were  attempted  to  be  rallied  by 
Joseph  Roberts,  a  member  of  Philadelphia  Monthly  Meeting,  calling  on 
Thomas  Kimbar,  a  member  of  Twelfth-street  meeting,  to  act  as  clerk  for 
them  to  hold  a  Monthly  Meeting;  the  great  body  of  Friends  having  rose 
from  their  seats,  were  engaged  in  little  clusters  probably  around  the 
meeting  in  conversation,  the  business  being  ended  in  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing, George  Jones  and  William  Evans  sat  alone,  I  think,  in  the  upper 
gallery  where  the  ministers  sit;  and  seemed  disposed  to  encourage  this 
most  extraordinary  effort;  such  a  thing  as  had  never  been  known  before, 
I  suppose,  to  hold  a  Monthly  Meeting;  George  Jones  being  an  English- 
mauy  when  a  member  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  went  up  to  him 
and  William  Evans  and  told  them,  that  if  any  disturbance  occurred 
there,  **  remember  you'll  be  the  occasion  of  it," — and  it  seemed  to  me 
that  it  had  somewhat  the  effect  that  reading  the  riot  act  in  England 
would  have  upon  him,  for  he  took  the  alarm  and  they  went  off;  and  their 
preposterous  project  proved  abortive. 

Q.  Were  not  those  members  ordered  out  of  the  house? 

A.  I  think  it  quite  probable. 

Counsel.  I  allude  to  those  members  who  protested  against  separating 
from  Philadelphia  Quarter  and  joining  Abington? 

Witness.  Well  then,  I  do  not  think  it  likely, — though  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Did  they  not  state  that  they  had  rights  as  members  of  Philadelphia 
Quarter,  which  the  Monthly  Meeting  had  no  right  to  violate  or  infringe, 
by  attaching  them  against  their  consent,  to  another  Quarter? 

A.  If  such  a  statement  was  made,  and  I  have  no  recollection  that  it 
was,  I  don't  know  who  it  was  by. 

Q.  Were  not  the  women  who  remained  together  interrupted  by  seve- 
ral men,  whom  you  call  Friends,  and  yourself  among  the  number,  rush- 
ing into  their  department  and  ordering  them  to  leave  the  house? 

A.  I  cannot  say  what  may  have  been  said  by  others,  as  I  have  no  re- 
collection of  seeing  any  body  enter  that  department  that  would  bear  the 
'▼iolent  description  of  rushing  into  it.    I  did  myself  stop  at  the  north  door. 
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opened  it,  and  saw  Ann  Scattergood  with  a  paper  in  her  hand,  and  spokCf 
or  intimated  to  them— there  were  a  few  females  there  from  other  meet- 
ings as  well  as  some  of  the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting; 
I  say  I  intimated  that  their  proceedings  were  disorderly.  This  occurred 
as  I  was  passing  along  from  the  western  or  men's  side  of  the  house,  on 
my  way  home. 

Q.  Was  there  not  a  deputation  sent  from  the  women's  Monthly  Meet- 
ing into  the  men's,  to  inform  it  that  a  number  of' the  female  members 
were  opposed  to  withdrawing  from  Philadelphia  Quarter  and  joining 
Abingtoff, — and  did  you  not  desire  that  deputation  to  return  and  inform 
the  women's  meeting  that  they  need  not  mind  what  those  members  said 
who  were  opposed  to  the  measure? 

A.  I  think  this  is  the  first  time  I  ever  heard  of  such  a  circunistance; 
if  such  a  circumstance  occurred,  it  is  entirely  obliterated  from  my  mind^ 
I  don't  think  it  .ever  did  occur. 

Q.  What  length  of  time  intervened  between  the  alleged  separation  of 
Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  from  Philadelphia  Quarter,  and  its  junc- 
tion with  Abington  Quarter? 

A.  The  act  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  occurred  on  Fifth-day,  and  the 
junction  took  place  on  the  next  succeeding  Fifth-day,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  not  a  number  of  the  members  of  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting 
object  to  the  reception  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  as  a  violation 
of  the  discipline,  and  did  not  the  clerk  of  that  meeting  declare  that  he 
could  not  conscientiously  make  a  minute  in  a  case  so  contrary  to  the 
discipline  ? 

A.  A  number  of  the  members  of  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting  did,  I 
think,  object  to  the  proposed  junction.  But  what  the  nature  of  their  ob- 
jection was,  I  can't  remember.  There  were,  I  think,— it  was  computed 
in  that  larg^  Quarterly  Meeting,  (for  such  it  is,)  from  twenty  to  twenty- 
five  of  its  members  who  appeared  opposed  to  the  measure  by  objecting 
it.  But  as  some  of  them  spoke  several  times  on  the  occasion,  one,  I 
think,  was  charged  with  having  spoken  five  times  on  the  subject,  and  de- 
sired to  let  some  others  have  an  opportunity,— there  might  have  seemed 
to  be  more  than  there  really  was  on  that  side.  Some  who  were  not  par- 
ticular in  their  observations  of  who  did  speak  might  have  supposed 
there  were  more  in  its  favour  than  there  were.  This  great  committee 
from  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  there,  and  George  Jones  along  with  them ; 
I  think  the  clerk  did  not  so  declare,  as  stated  in  the  question,  on  that 
occasion ;  but  if  my  memory  serves  me,  he  declared  himself  unqualified 
to  make  a  minute;  Asa  Walmsley  was  the  clerk;  Isaac  Parry  was  called 
to  the  table, — I  think  the  clerk  appeared  to  be  quite  disposed  to  make 
way  for  him,  and  when  the  business  was  done,  the  minute  was  made, 
perhaps  Doctor  Gove  Mitchell,  who  was  the  assistant  clerk,  read  the 
minute ;  when,  I  think,  Asa  Walmsley  resumed  his  seat*  and  at  the  next 
Quarterly  Meeting  held  at  Abington,  Asa  Walmsley  appeared  there  as 
clerk,  and  acted  as  such ;  and  on  the  application  at  that  meeting  by  the 
Monthly  Meeting  of  Radnor,  another  branch  of  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting,  it  was  then  and  there  I  think  that  Asa  Walmsley  made  a  speech 
declaring  he  could  not  make  such  a  minute,  perhaps  in  the  terms  of  the 
question,— -when  1  think  Isaac  Parry  was  appointed  as  clerk.  Asa 
Walmsley  making  a  minute  of  his  own  releasement  from  that  service 
and  the  appointment  of  Isaac  Parry  as  his  successor,  in  the  usual  form 
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that  would  be  observed  on  such  an  occasion,  Abington  Quarter  still 
standing  as  it  had  done  before,  with  the  ei^ception  of  those  decisions. 

Q.  Did  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  1827  make  a  minute  of  adjournment,  to 
meet  at  the  usual  time  in  the  next  year? 

A.  I  think  such  a  minute  was  made,  closing  with  the  usual  expres- 
sions, **  if  the  Lord  permit"  But  a  large  portion  of  that  meeting  who 
were  present  at  its  close,  conceived,  or  were  persuaded  in  their  own 
minds  by  the  force  of  conviction,  as  we  believed  of  truth,  that  the  sanc- 
tion of  divine  approbation  or  permission,  was  not  felt  or  experienced. 

Q.  Did  any  one  in  the  meeting  object  to  that  minute,  and  if  so,  who 
were  they? 

A.  Whatever  objection  any  body  might  have  had  to  any  minute  that 
was  made  then,  would  have  been  to  little  purpose,  in  all  probability — if 
Samuel  Bettle,  who  was  its  clerk,  and  those  who  supported  him,  should 
have  been  of  a  different  mind.  No  objection  of  that  kind  was,  I  think| 
therefore  made. 

Q.  Who  was  the  clerk  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  1826? 
.  A.  Samuel  Bettle.  ' 

Q.  Was  there  any  objection  made  to  his  appointment  in  that  or  any 
previous  Yearly  Meeting  to  which  he  acted  as  clerk  ? 

A.  I  don't  remember  that  there  was  in  the  Yearly  Meeting — but  there 
was  among  the  representatives,  I  think.  I  think  I  made  some  objec- 
tions myself — for  I  really  could  not  remember  how  long  he  had  been 
the  clerk — ^for  it  seemed  to  be  a  time  out  of  mind,  in  that  respect,  with 
me. 

Q.  When  were  those  objections  made,  and  if  by  any  body  but  your- 
self, by  whom  else? 

A.  The  representatives,  according  to  custom,  and  the  special  instruc- 
tions of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  were  directed  to  stop  at  the  close  of  the 
first  session  of  the  meeting,  (that  is,  Second-day  noon,)  *^  to  consider  of, 
and  propose  a  friend  for  clerk,  and  one  to  assist  him  for  the  then  present 
y^r."  And,  I  think,  it  was  at  that  meeting  of  the  representatives  in 
1^36,  I  cannot  recollect  such  minutiae  as  who  joined  me  in  that  propo- 
rtion, but,  I  think,  there  was  a  considerable  number  of  Friends  that  did 
join  in  that  opposition,  but  it  is  a  matter  that  has  not  much  engaged  my 
attention,  and  therefore,  I  wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  I  do  not  speak 
positively  about  it. 

Q.  Did  not  several  of  those  whom  you  call  Friends,  near  the  close  of 
that  Yearly  Meeting,  express  their  satisfaction  with  the  impartial  man- 
ner in  which  he  had  acted? 

A.  I  don't  remember^  but,  I  think,  confidence  in  him  was  very  much 
impaired,  from  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  those  ^'  Extracts,"  that 
were  considered  as  attempted  to  be  foisted  on  the  society,  in  the  nature 
of  a  creed. 

Q.  In  the  meeting  of  the  representatives  in  1827,  who  was  it  that  al- 
leged as  a  reason  why  Samuel  Bettle  should  be  nominated  as  clerk  to 
the  Yearly  Meeting,  that  those  who  were  in  favour  of  him,  were  the 
most  weighty  part  of  society? 

A.  Thomas  Stewardson  made  that  allegation,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  he  make  it  in  those  terms? 

A.  I  think  it  was  alleged  by  some  of  us,  who  were  opposed  to  his 
iaomination,  when  it  was  urged  that  two-thirds  of  that  meeting  (the  body 
of  represenjtatives)  were  in  opposition  to  his  nomination— Thomas  Stew- 
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ardson,  I  think,  alleged,  in  reference  to  that  sUtement,  that  <^  the  weighty 
part  of  the  meeting  were  in  his  favour."  But,  I  suppose,  that  two-thirds 
of  us  were  not  disposed  to  concede  that  point.  For  all  the  weight  they 
could  have,  must  be  conceded  to  them,  or  else  they  could  not  have  it. 

Q.  Did  you  propose,  that  upon  that  occasion,  the  nomination  should 
be  decided  by  a  vote  or  count  of  the  members? 

A.  I  proposed  that  those  who  were  in  favour  of  John  Comly  as  clerk, 
should  move  over  to  the  right  hand  side  of  the  aisle,  from  where  I  sat. 

Q.  How  many  persons  followed  you? 

A.  Why,  when  I  mentioned  the  circumstance,  I  told  you  of  a  big  man 
that  placed  himself  in  the  aisle,  with  uplifted  hands,  and  loud  exclama- 
tions, **  I  protest  against  it,  I  protest  against  it"«— <and  the  proposition 
was  not  acceded  to,  whether  from  the  terror  of  such  boisterous  excla- 
mations, or  the  wonderful  spread  of  his  big  self  before  them,  I  don't 
know. 

Q.  Then  no  one  followed  you  ?  ' 

A.  I  did  not  myself  go  to  the  place  proposed,  I  think.  A  proposi- 
tion was  made  to  draw  up  a  report,  and  as  many  sign  it  as  chose  to 
do  so. 

Q.  What  was  the  whole  number  of  representatives  then  in  attendance  ? 

A.  I  cannot  speak  positively— I  was  going  to  say  one  hundred  and 
forty-seven — I  think  that  was  it.  I  think  we  computed  that  there  were 
one  hundred  of  us,  and  forty-seven  of  them,  that  was  the  computation 
we  made-^but  be  they  more  or  less,  that  was  about  the  relative  propor- 
tion, as  we  understood,  •according  to  the  computation  we  made. 

Q.  Did  you  count  the  number  of  representatives  who  were  in  favour 
of  John  Comly? 

A.  I  did  not  count  them  on  that  occasion — I  mean  when  we  were  to- 
gether. 

Q.  Had  not  Abington  and  Bucks  Quarters  doubled  the  number  of  their 
representatives  that  year,  and  the  southern  Quarter  increased  the  num- 
ber of  their *s  from  ten  to  fifteen? 

A.  They  may  have  had  double  the  number  of  their  usual  nomination, 
and,  I  think,  I  understood  that  some  of  the  members  of  Abington  or 
Bucks  Quarterly  Meetings,  or  both,  considered  that  they  were  naming 
the  same  number  that  Philadelphia  Quarterly  Meeting  usually  named 
for  that  occasion,  and  were  therefore  only  aiming  to  be  on  a  par  with 
them.  And  as  to  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting,  they  may  have  done 
as  the  question  imports — if  they  did,  I  think  they  had  good  reason 
for  it 

Q.  Did  you  ever  beforq  know  it  to  be  proposed  in  a  meeting  of  the 
representatives,  that  the  nomination  of  the  clerk  should  be  decided  by  a 
vote  or  count  of  numbers? 

A.  No — but  I  consider  that  this  was  the  legitimate  expression,  that 
is,  the  increased  number  of  the  representatives,  of  the  voice  of  those  Quar- 
terly Meetings  to  have  the  clerk  changed — that  is  my  opinion,  merely^— 
but  I  had,  I  think,  an  example  analogous  in  Philadelphia  Quarterly 
Meeting,  when  the  contest  was  close,  on  one  of  those  trying  questions 
that  came  before  it.  Israel  Morris,  the  clerk,  thoroughly  devoted  to 
their  views,  made  such  a  proposition  to  the  Quarterly  Meeting;  I  sat 
near  him,  and,  I  think,  I  understood  him,  and,  I  think,  I  cannot  be  mis- 
taken.    I  can  give  other  cases,  if  it  would  be  considered  correct. 

Q.  When  Daniel  Stroud  opposed  your  attempt  to  count  the  members 
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on  your  aide,  did  he  not  state  that  it  was  unprecedented  in  the  society/ 
and  as  he  considered,  an  entire  departure  from  its  principles? 

A.  I  think  it  quite  probable  he  made  such  a  representation.  But  I 
don't  remember  what  he  said.  But  it  was  not  half  so  great  a  departure. 
In  my  apprehension,  from  the  principles  of  the  society,  as  one*third  of 
tbe  number  to  assume  to  be  the  weighty  part  of  the  meeting,  or  Compa- 
ny; andlto  force  upon  the  other  two-thirds  an  individual  that  they  were 
opposed  to  as  clerk. 

Q.  Did  not  a  number  of  the  representatives  request  John  Cox  to  re- 
port that  they  could  not  agree  on  any  person  to  propose  as  clerk? 

A.  There  was  considerable  confusion  in  that  meeting,  and  if  the  ques- 
tion had  been  asked  me  simply,  I  should  probably  have  said  to  the  best 
of  my  recollection,  that  a  number  of  them  desired  John  Cox  to  report 
Samuel  Bettleas  clerkf  a  number  of  others  might  have  suggested  what 
the  query  imports. 

Q.  When  he  was  desired  to  make  that  report,  did  you  not  say  to  your 
party  that  they  were  not  aware  what  they  were  doing  in  assenting  to  it| 
and  that  if  another  name  was  not  reported  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  Sa- 
muel Bettle  must  be  continued? 

A.  I  think  I  made  no  such  address  to  those  who  united  with  me.  I 
have  no  recollection  of  any  thing  of  the  kind,  but  I  know  that  I  was  de- 
sired to  name  John  Comly  as  clerk  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  or  to  report 
lilai^-4ind  was  about  drawing  up,  or  assisting  a  Friend  in  drawing  up  a 
written  report  to  that  effect;  when  we  were  interrupted  by  the  gathenng 
of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

Q.  Before  you  went  to  the  table  to  get  a  report  written  for  your  party 
to  sign,  had  not  a  number  of  the  representatives  left  the  meeting  house? 

A.  I  cannot  speak  positively  kbout  that  But  while  we  were  there 
we  were  interrupted  as  I  have  stated;  being  busily  engaged  myself  at  the 
table,  it  is  quite  possible  that  a  number  of  them  might  have  left. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock,  to-morrow  morning. 

'  Wednesday  morning,  December  1,  1830,  at  10  o'clock  Cross-exami- 
nation of  Abraham  Lower  continued.    Present  as  before. 

Question.  When  the  clerk  of  a  meeting  is  continued  by  minute,  doea 
he  not  always  record  himself  as  clerk  of  that  meeting? 

Answer.  That  is  the  uniform  practice.  But  the  case  I  spoke  of,  Sa- 
muel Bettle  recording  himself  as  clerk  against  so  much  opposition,  was 
never  heard  of  or  known  in  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  before. 

Q.  You  say,  '^  one  of  Elias  Hicks'  objections  to  meeting  the  elders  of 
Philadelphia,  was,  that  Comfort  and  Bell  had  not  first  made  their  un- 
easiness known  to  him ;"  did  they  not  allege  that  circumstances  render^ 
ed  it  difficult  or  impracticable  for  them  to  see  him  after  the  southern 
Quarter,  before  he  reached  Philadelphia? 

A.  If  they  made  such  an  allegation,  or  either  of  them,  it  could  not 
have  been  true.  Because  Esther  Moore,  the  wife  of  Doctor  Robert 
Moore,  (then  of  Easton,  Maryland— now  of  Philadelphia,)  being  in  com- 
pany with  Ezra  Comfort,  I  think,  perhaps  he  stood  along  side  of  the 
wagon  in  which  she  sat,  having  understood  him  to  say  that  he  was  not 
entirely  satisfied  with  something  he  had  heard  Elias  say,  I  think,  told 
him  where  he  could  see  him,  and  urged  him  to  go  and  have  an  oppor- 
tnnity  with  him.  And  as  I  have  heard  the  circumstance  spoken  of  as  a 
common  report,  I  think  it  was  understood  there  would  have  been  not 
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much  difficulty,  if  any,  in  his  seeing  Elias,  who  no  doubt  would  readily 
and  cheerfully  have  given  him  a  full  opportunity. 

Q.  Am  I  to  understand  you,  that  you  know  this  of  your  own  know- 
ledge, what  Esther  Moore  said  to  him? 

A.  I  have  had  many  opportunities  of  conversing  with  Esther  Moore 
since. 

Counsel.  I  merely  want  to  know  whether  you  were  present,  or  whether 
you  learnt  this  from  Esther  Moore? 

Witness.  I  was  not  present.  And  am  inclined  to  think  that  I  have 
heard  Esther  Moore  so  speak  of  that  circumstance.  Of  which,  however, 
I  don't  speak  positively.  But  I  know  he  had  an  opportunity,  or  might 
have  had,  at  my  invitation,  when  he  was  at  my  door,  and  I  told  him  that 
Elias  was  in  the  house,  and  pressed  him  to  come  in  and  see  him.  It  was 
after  dinner,  and  Bell  had  dined  with  him,  at  my  house;  and  I  believe 
he  never  said  one  word  to  him  about  it. 

Q.  Does  not  the  discipline  of  the  New  York  Yearly  Meeting  to  which 
Elias  Hicks  belonged,  say,  **  if  any  Friends  have  objections  to  what  is 
delivered,  [by  a  minister  J  he  is  to  speak  to  the  individual  privately,  pre- 
vious to  which  it  is  advised  that  the  dissatisfaction  be.communicated  to 
one  or  more  of  the  elders  for  advice  and  assistance?" 

A.  I  don't  know  what  the  New  York  discipline  says  on  that  subject. 
I  think  I  have  never  seen  a  copy  of  it.    If  I  have,  I  have  not  read  it. 

Q.'  Did  not  the  elders  who  called  on  Elias  Hicks,  state  to  him  that 
they  had  come  at  the  desire  of  Ezra  Comfort,  to  request  a  private  inter- 
view between  him  and  Elias? 

A.  I  don't  know.  But  Ezra  Comfort  and  Bell,  were  members  of  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  etc.  and  not  of  New 
York;  and  were  under  the  government  of  the  discipline  of  Pennsylvania, 
etc. 

Q.  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  decline  meeting  Ezra  Comfort? 

A.  I  think  he  did.  With  the  elders  in  the  first  place,  because  Com- 
fort had.  violated  the  gospel  order,  enjoined  by  the  scriptures  and  the 
discipline,  of  seeking  a  private  opportunity  with  him,  to  tell  him  his 
faults,  if  he  had  any,  between  him  and  Comfort  alone ;  and  because  the 
elders  of  Philadelphia  had  first  instituted  and  organized  themselves  into 
a  body  to  arrest  him  in  the  prosecution  of  his  visit  to  Baltimore,  and  if 
possible,  to  stop  him,  on  the  information  of  Josoph  Whitall  of  matter 
Which  he,  Joseph  Whitall,  heard  him  communicate  in  a  public  meeting 
of  Friends,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  with  which  his  friends  were 
satisfied  for  any  thing  he  knew;  and  Joseph  Whitall  disregarding  the 
gospel  order,  and  mode  of  procedure  prescribed  by  the  discipline  of 
Pennsylvania,  etc.  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and  even  the  discipline 
of  New  York,  if  that  allows  the  dissatisfaction  to  be  first  expressed  to  an 
elder.  Because  he  communicated  his  dissatisfaction,  as  I  understand,  to 
Thomas  Willis,  a  minister  of  that  Yearly  Meeting:  and  then,  as  would 
appear  from  what  I  have  stated  in  my  examination  in  chief,  it  was  com- 
municated to  Jonathan  Evans,  Samuel  Bettle,  as  I  apprehend,  and  I 
suppose  to  Richard  Jordan,  as  he  was  called  on  as  a  witness  in  the  case; 
all  which  circumstances  operated  doubtless  on  Elias  Hicks'  mind,  to 
induce  him  to  decline  a  conference  with  them,  and  the  elders. 

Q.  Had  not  Joseph  Whitall  had  a  private  opportunity  with  Elias 
Hicks /?ret;wai/y  in  New  York,  and  after  the  private  interview  between 
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them,  did  not  Joseph  Whitall  offer  him  a  meetrng  in  the  presence  of 
elders,  which  he  refused? 

A.  I  don't  know.  But  I  believe  he  had  a  private  conference  with  Jo- 
seph WhitalU 

Q.  Previous  to  Ezra  Comfort's  comings  to  your  house,  when  you  say 
be  did  not  come  in,  had  not  Elias  Hicks  refused  to  meet  him? 

A.  (Pausing.)  I  don't  know  that  any  meeting  was  proposed  on  the 
evening  before,  for  I  suppose  there  could  have  been  no  other  opportu- 
nity after  he  returned  to  the  city,  or  came  to  the  city,  but  what  was  to 
embrace  the  company  of  the  Philadelphia  elders,  who  were  then  to  in- 
vestigate into  matters  which  were  alleged  to  have  occurred  at  New 
York  and  at  Little  Creek,  where  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  is  held| 
and  being  informed,  as  he  was,  that  a  combination  had  been  organized  in 
Philadelphia,  consisting  of  the  persons  some  of  whom  I  have  named,  he 
had  every  reason  to  apprehend  that  he  was  judged  and  condemned  by 
them  already,  on  Joseph  Whitall's  accusation,  and  doubtless,  that  t;t7f 
and  infamous  letter  of  Eddy's,  that  I  have  spoken  of  as  being  addressed 
to  John  Warder  of  Philadelphia,  and  in  which  I  think  William  Evans 
and  Thomas  Evans  were  to  have  some  agency  in  disposing"  of;  being 
thus  prepared  with  information  how  things  stood,  he  was,  doubtless, 
somewhat  on  his  guard,  knowing  too,  that  they  were  acting  on  matters 
without  their  jurisdiction,  and  that  was  none  of  their  business. 

Q.  How,  or  by  what  persons  was  Elias  Hicks  informed  of  what  you 
call  a  combination  of  the  Philadelphia  elders? 

A.  As  it  was  a  conspiracy  against  Elias  Hicks's  reputation  by  them, 
at  least  in  my  estimation,  and  against  the  comely  order  prescribed  in  the 
discipline,  it  is  not  likely  they  would  have  discovered  their  secret  machi- 
nations against  him;  I  told  him  myself. 

Q.  Is  an  individual  who  hears  a  minister  deliver  sentiments  which  he 
considers  unsound,  in  a  public  meeting,  prohibited  from  disclosing  those 
sentiments  to  other  persons? 

A.  I  think  the  discipline  does  prohibit  such  procedure. 

Q.  Is  it  less  objectionable  in  a  minister,  publicly  to  express  such  sen- 
timents in  a  large  assembly,  than  for  an  individual  who  hears  him  ex- 
press them,  to  repeat  them  to  his  friend  ? 

A.  I  think  it  would  appear  by  the  discipline  that  it  is  less  objection- 
able,—-because  the  most  enlightened  and  best  men  that  ever  have  lived, 
may  have  expressed  sentiments  that  were  objectionable,  and  yet  by  pri- 
vate labour  as  the  discipline  prescribes  by  those  that  are  concerned  in  the 
case,  first  making  known  their  uneasiness  to  the  individual  who  may 
have  been  the  innocent  occasion  of  it,  his  understanding  may  become 
enlightened,  and  he  reclaimed  to  the  adoption  of  correct  sentiments, 
opposed  to  what  may  have  given  that  uneasiness. 

Q.  When  the  appeals  of  Comfort  and  Bell  came  before  the  Yearly 
Meeting,  how  many  persons  named  on  the  committee  did  Bell  object  to? 

A.  I  don't  remember.  But  I  think  it  was  a  larger  nuniber  than  I  ever 
witnessed  to  have  been  objected  to  before,  on  such  an  occasion. 

Q.  Was  there  no  objection  made  to  the  reports  of  the  committees  in 
their  cases? 

A.  I  can't  remember.  But  I  think  not  much,  if  any.  In  Comfort's 
case,  I  think  he  was  restored,  as  regarded  the  act  of  the  committee,  by 
a  majority  of  one. 
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Q.  Recollect  whether  there  were  not  three  or  four  persons  who  ob- 
jected to  adopting  that  report. 

A.  If  there  was,  I  cannot  recollect  who  any  one  of  them  was.  I  am 
rather  disposed  to  think  that  there  was  opposition  expressed  against 
adopting  the  report  in  one  of  those  cases;  and  perhaps  both,— but  I  can- 
not be  positive  for  want  of  recollection. 

Q.  Is  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  itriclly  bound  by  its  constitution,  as 
contained  in  the  book  of  discipline  ? 

A.  The  constitution  of  that  meeting,  as  contained  in  the  book  of  dis- 
cipline, ought  to  bind  that  meeting.  If  those  injunctions  are  reasonable, 
or  not  against  reason  and  common  sense,  and  the  custom  and  order  of 
society  with  reference  to  the  institution  of  that  meeting,  all  have  their 
influence,  or  should  have,  in  the  government  and  management  of  the 
concerns  which  engage,  or  may  engage,  the  attention  of  that  body.  If, 
for  instance,  that  body  as  it  was  constituted  when  the  sou(^em  Quarter- 
ly Meeting  changed  their  representation,  and  Samuel  Bettit  objected  to 
the  reception  of  the  members  appointed  as  representatives  of  tne  south- 
em  Quarter,  he  alleged  that  it  was  a  permanent  bodyy — contended  against 
the  right  of  the  Quarterly  Meeting  to  change  its  representatives,  unless 
it  was  on  account  of  some  disqualification,  which  rendered  the  person 
or  persons  appointed,  liable  to  be  called  to  account  for  infractions  of 
the  discipline ;  which  was  to  me,  and  I  think  to  the  society  generally, 
something  so  strange,  as  that  it  appeared  to  W  opposed  to  reason  and 
common  sense.  That,  for  instance,  one  of  its  representatives,  to  wit,»-« 
Caleb  Peirce,  who  had  signed  those  papers  against  Ellas  Hicks,  got  up 
by  the  elders,  in  that  case,  acted  in  direct  opposition  to  the  fact,  as  ap- 
peared by  the  certificate  of  twenty-six  of  its  most  active  members;  that 
they  should  have  been  obliged  to  retain  such  a  man  on  nomination  to 
that  service  as  their  representative,  was  peculiarly  unreasonable. 

Q.  Who  was  Amicus? 

A.  An  anonymous  author  of  some  Essays  that  were  published  in  the 
'*  Christian  Repository,"  at  Wilmington,  Delaware,— and  if  I  must  give 
you  his  name,  Benjamin  Ferris  was  the  author. 

Q.  Was  he  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  ? 

A.  Yes,  a  very  worthy  one,— a  self-taught  man,  of  great  research,  and 
extensive  abilities. 

Q.  When  a  rule  of  discipline  is  altered,  is  the  old  rule,  or  the  amend- 
ed rule,  considered  as  binding  on  the  meetings  and  members? 

A.  The  amended  rule.  But  on  the  revision  of  the  discipline,  as  first 
printed,  some  matters  were  omitted,  which  the  custom  and  usage  of  so- 
ciety had  nevertheless  sanctioned;  and  having  never  been  abrogated  in 
a^formal  way,  and  contained,  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  discipline 
or  tenor  of  it,  are  still  binding  on  the  society ;— (for  instance,  it  appears 
by  the  records  of  society,  that  in  1714  the  Yearly  Meeting  issued  an  in- 
junction to  the  Quarterly  Meeting,  or  a  recommendation  that  perhaps 
would  amount  to  that  in  effect,  that ''  Monthly  Meetings  appoint  two  or 
fnore  solid  judicious  Friends  as  elders  to  sit  with  the  ministers,  and  they 
together  to  form  a  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  taking  care  that  tbej 
discharge  the  duties  to  which  they  are  appointed  in  such  matters  and 
such  manner  as  the  Monthly  Meeting  shall,  from  time  to  time,  appoint 
unto  them."  This  was  renewed  in  1755,  and  once  between  1714  and 
1755.  In  stating  it  from  memory,  I  do  it  as  my  apprehension  of  the 
substance  of  that  injunction,  which  I  think  is  reasonably  considered  at 
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the  constitution  of  that  body  of  society.  The  circumstance  of  the  ap- 
pointment originally  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  occurred  in  1755  or 
6,  I  think,  on  account  of  distress,  which  Friends  particularly  experienc- 
ed in  what  was  then  called  the  ^^  back  parts  of  Pennsylvania,"  on  account 
of  the  depredations  of  the  Indians.  A  thousand  pounds,  I  think,  was 
directed  to  be  raised  by  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  a  committee  appoint- 
ed to  relieve  the  wants  and  sufferings  of  Friends;  that  committee  was 
organized  perhaps  in  the  succeeding  year,  or  reorganized,  (if  I  may  so 
speak,)  consisting  of  some  members,  perhapsybtir,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Quarterly  Meetings,  and  I  think  they  were  to  attend  to  such  concerns 
aa  might  require  the  attention  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  during  its  recess. 
And  every  year,  on  the  report  of  that  committee,  it  was  the  practice  of 
society,  I  understand,  to  continue  that  committee  by  minute;  and  there 
was  a  reserve  of  the  right  of  Quarterly  Meetings  to  change  their  repre- 
sentatives when  they  saw  fit ;  and  which,  too,  is  one  of  those  things 
which  being  reasonable  in  its  nature,  that  although  it  may  be  omitted  in 
the  discipline,  is  still  considered  by  many  as  binding  on  the  society  as 
its  constitution. 

Q.  Was  not  the  liberty  of  Quarterly  Meetings,  to  change  their  repre- 
sentatives in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  contained  in  the  old  printed  dis- 
cipline, and  left  out  in  the  new? 

A.  I  think  it  was.  But  I  never  heard  of  any  body  that  conceived  the 
extraordinary  idea  that  they  were  a  permanent  body^  until  broached  by 
Samuel  Bettle;  and  I  suppose  that  not  one  man  in  a  thousand  in  the  so- 
ciety ever  conceived  so  unreasonable  an  idea,  that  a  meeting  appointing 
an  individual  to  service,  had  not  the  power  of  releasing  him  from  that 
service,  when  they  were  satisfied  df  his  want  of  qualification  to  serve 
them. 

Q.  In  the  new  discipline, .  are  there  not  certain  cases  specified  when 
the  Quarterly  Meetings  may  change  their  representatives  in  the  Meet- 
ing for  Sufferings,  or  in  which  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  may  make  a 
change? 

A.  I  think  there  is  such  a  provision  in  the  discipline  as  that.  In  case 
of  the  non-attendance  of  a  member  of  that  meeting,  appointed  by  one  of 
the  Quarterly  Meetings,  they  may  supply  his  place  until  that  Quarterly 
Meeting  shall  occur,  when,  of  course,  it  would  be  expected  they  should 
fill  the  vacancy— whatever  the  discipline  niay  be,  I  think  that  is  the 
reasonable  understanding  of  it. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  a  ^^  pamphlet  of  extracts"  prepared  by  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings— *did  any  of  the  members  of  that  meeting  op- 
pose the  appointment  of  the  committee  to  prepare  it;  and  if  sq,  who 
were  they? 

A.  My  recollection  is  not  so  clear  on  that  subject,  as  to  enable  me  to 
acknowledge  or  deny  any  thing  about  that  matter. 

Q.  Did  not  John  Comly  express  his  opinion  that  such  a  compilation 
might  be  useful,  and  was  he  not  one  of  the  committee  appointed  to  pre- 
pare it  ? 

A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  approved  of  the  measure*— but  he  was 
one  of  the  committee,  I  think. 

Q«  How  many  persons  opposed. the  pamphlet  in  the  Meeting  for  Suf- 
ferings, after  it  was  prepared  ? 

A.  I  don't  remember  distinctly,  how  many— but  I  remember  that 
Benjamin  Bryant  opposed  it,  pretty  strenuously,  on  the  ground  that  it 
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was  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  that  meetingi  to  meddle  with  such  a 
matter  in  that  way.  John  Comly  and  myself  opposed  it  too.  And  I 
cannot  say  positively  how  many  more,  if  any.  There  may  have  been 
several  more  that  I  don't  recollect  of. 

Q.  So  far  as  you  are  acquainted  with  the  doctrines  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  did  that  pamphlet  contain  any  sentiments  at  variance  with 
them? 

A.  To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  that  pamphlet  was  of  a  doctrinal 
character,  treating  on  spiritual  matters;  and  carried  with  it  the  appear- 
ance of  a  design,  on  the  part  of  its  promoters,  to  foist  a  creed  on  the 
society;  that  being  thus  of  a  spiritual  nature^  I  must,  as  before,  decline 
answering  to  Viny  temporal  courts  to  any  thing  relative  to  tpiriiufU  matterSj 
so  as  to  make  this  examination  in  anywise  the  judge  in  radi  cases. 

Q.  Are  the  doctrines  it  contained,  the  doctrines  held  by  the  Society 
of  Friends  ? 

A.  I  refer  to  my  last  answer. 

Q.  Was  that  pamphlet  any  more  in  the  nature  of  a  creed  than  the 
Declaration  of  Faith,  issued  on  behalf  of  the  society  in  1693,  and  pub- 
lished in  the  second  volume  of  Scwell's  history? 

A.  I  don't  recollect  the  Declaration  spoken  of;  and  I  do  think  that  my 
opinions  ought  not  to  be  asked  by  the  court  holding  this  examination, 
respecting  such  spiritual  matters. 

Counsel.  I  do  not  consider  this  question  as  coming  within  your  own 
rule;  it  is  merely  whether  the  act  in  one  case  or  the  other,  was  more 
nearly  approaching  to  what  is  called  the  formation  of  a  creed. 

Witness.  I  have  before  stated  on  my  examination  in  chief,  I  think, 
that  whatever  declaration  of  the  faith  of  the  society  had  been  made,  was 
by  individuals,  as  vindicating  the  society  from  calumny  and  reproach 
cast  upon  them  by  their  adversaries,  who  made,  I  think,  divers  strong 
efforts  by  their  sermons,  books,  and  pamphlets,  to  represent  the  society 
of  the  people  called  Quakers,  as  not  being  christians'— and  that  they 
never  did  issue  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  a  creed  to  bind  their  own 
members;  because,  as  I  stated,  the  bond  of  union  Of  the  society  was  the 
life  of  ric^hteousness, — as  I  would  say,  reigning  and  governing  its  mem- 
bers, and  not  any  outward  agreement  of  articles  of  faith,  in  the  nature 
of  a  creed,  which  that  pamphlet  would  have  been,  as  we  considered,  if 
it  had  been  adopted  by  the  meeting.  Because,  since  then,  similar  de- 
clarations have  been  promulgated  in  that  way,  particularly  by  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Indiana,  I  think — the  Orthodox  Yearly  Meeting,  I  mean, 
and  which  was  adopted,  I  think,  by  the  Orthodox  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Ohio — and  the  pains  and  penalties  of  nonconformity  with  the  injunctions 
of  that  creed,  enforced  upon  a  number  of  the  members,  I  think — ^not  a 
few,  perhaps,  on  account  of  their  not  believing,  though  against  reason 
and  conviction,  what  was  enjoined  upon  them  by  that  creed.  This  I 
state  to  the  best  of  my  recollection  and  Understanding  of  the  case  I  have 
been  speaking  of. 

Q.  Of  how  many  members  did  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  consist 
when  you  were  a  member  of  it  ? 
A.  Fifty-six,  I  think,  was  its  constitutional  number. 
Q.  When  did  the  last  general  revision  of  the  discipline  take  place,  in 
Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  prior  to  the  separation  ? 

A.  I  can't  say  positively^  (the  witness  refers  to  the  discipline,)  I  think 
it  was  in  1806. 
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Q.  Was  the  revised  code,  as  contained  in  the  printed  book  of  disci- 
pline, adopted  by  the  Yearly  Meeting,  as  that  by  which  its  meetings  and 
members  were  to  be  governed? 

A.  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  certain  propositions  for  a  change  in  the  man- 
ner of  appointing  the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings — were 
those  propositions  made  and  advocated  by  those  whom  you  call  Friends? 

A.  Yes.  I  think  generally  so— not  because  there  was  no  authority  in 
the  discipline  or  usage  of  society  to  make  such  changes,  but  because  it 
was  a  matter  of  delicacy  for  a  member  in  a  Quarterly  Meeting  to  make 
a  proposition  to  change  the  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings*— « 
the  individual  standing  under  that  appointment,  would  be  liable  to  con- 
sider that  it  was  on  account  of  some  personal  objection,  which  the  pro- 
poser might  be  conceived  to  have  against  him  or  them  who  stood  under 
the  appointment.  And  as  the  frailties  of  human  nature  are  perhaps  as 
common  to  the  precise  self  denying  Friend,  to  appearance,  as  to  those 
who  make  no  profession  of  religion,  that  if  the  individuals  standing  un- 
der that  appointment  were  pleased  with  the  distinction  thus  conferred 
upon  them,  (as  too  many  it  is  feared  have  been,)  they  might  take  offence 
at  it|  and  their  friends  too,  proud  of  the  distinction  that  I  have  spoken 
of,  which  marks  their  friends  above  their  fellows,  who  stand  in  that  ap- 
pointment, that  is  to  represent  the  body  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  on  certain 
occasions  during  its  recess.  Therefore,  to  avoid  such  unpleasant  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  thought  that  a  periodical  appointment  of  the  mem- 
bers of  that  meeting  would  be  a  relief  in  the  case,  and  have  a  tendency 
to  keep  that  body,  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  where  they  should  be, 
as  servants  to  those  who  appoint  them,  and  not  as  lords  to  have  do- 
minion over  them.^ 

Q.  Did  any  of  those  whom  you  call  Orthodox  approbate  those  pro- 
positions ? 

A.  Such  a  name  never  was  thought  of  among  the  Quakers,  till  of  lat- 
ter times,  that  I  have  ever  heard  of.  I  don't  remember  any  among  the 
Orthodox  who  did  advocate  this  proposed  relief  in  the  case — though 
there  might  have  been  some — the  subject  was  agitated,  I  think,  in 
several  oUier  Quarterly  Meetings,  but  not  in  Philadelphia  Quarter,  that 
I  recollect,  which  is  considered  the  very  focus  of  orthodoxy. 

Q.  Was  not  the  proposition  from  Bucks  in  1 827,  respecting  the  Meet- 
ing for  Sufferings,  in  these  words,  ^  that  if  it  shall  be  thought  best  to 
continue  that  meeting,  the  appointment  of  its  members  may  be  exclu- 
sivelv  confined  to  the  Quarterly  Meetings,  and  subject  to  their  remo- 
ral  ?" 

A.  I  think  it  probable  that  that  was  the  tenor  of  their  proposition; 
and  they  certainly  had  good  reason  for  it.  For  while  the  subject  was 
under  the  consideration  of  a  committee  of  Bucks  Quarter,  to  release  two 
of  its  members,  I  think,  and  appoint  two  others  in  their  stead,  I  under^ 
stood  a  name  that  was  mentioned  in  that  committee  as  suitable  for  the 
appointment,  was  alleged  not  to  be  agreeable  to  Friends  of  Philadelphia; 
that  hence  Bucks  Quarterly  Meeting  knowing  the  influence  of  the  lead- 
ing members  of  that  meeting,  resident  in  Philadelphia,  that  it  extended 
even  to  those  ramifications  in  society,  so  as  to  govern  the  minds  of  a 
committee,  who  might  seem  to  be  acting  on  independent  ground  in  the 
selection  of  persons  to  fill  that  appointment — and  yet,  under  that  ap- 
pearance, might  be  establishing  a  body  appointing  its  own  successors, 
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or  at  least  giving  into  the  hands  of  a  few  individuals  the  power  of  making 
those  appointments,  if  that  influence  should  obtain,  in  all  the  Quarterly 
Meetings.  Hence,  the  consideration  on  the  propriety  of  continuing  the 
meeting  at  all  in  that  corrupted  state  which  it  had  descended  into.  And 
for  the  reasons  I  have  before  stated,  as  to  the  other  branch  of  the  sub- 
ject 
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Q.  Was  not  the  proposal  made  the  same  year,  and  by  the  same  Quar- 
ter, respecting  a  change  in  the  discipline  relating  to  elders,  in  these 
words:  "  in  order,  as  way  should  open,  that  Monthly  Meetings  shall 
have  authority  to  remove  them,  whenever  it  shall  appear  that  their  ser- 
vice in  that  station  has  ceased  to  promote  the  best  interests  of  society?** 

A.  I  don't  recollect  the  precise  nature  of  the  application,  but  I  sup- 
pose it  to  have  been  couched  in  the  language  of  the  query.  As  the  prac- 
tice of  society  is  to  conduct  its  business  in  unity,  or  by  general  consent 
of  a  meeting  engaged  in  any  matter,  or  the  consideration  of  any  propo- 
sition, and  there  might  have  been  on  the  occasion  of  forming  and  adopt- 
ing that  proposition,  some  individuals  engaged  in  its  consideration  who 
might  have  entertained  the  idea,  that  Monthly  Meetings  were  not  so 
authorized  by  the  discipline;  and  yet  the  body  of  the  meeting  might 
have  been  prepared  to  have  adopted  a  plainer  proposition,  embracing 
the  whole  views  which  its  advocates  had  in  promoting  that  measure* 
It  was  known  to  have  been  the  sentiments  of  a  very  large  proportion  of 
the  active  members  of  the  society,  that  the  periodical  appointment  of 
elders,  say  one  in  four  years,  so  as  to  preserve  them  in  a  proper  degree 
of  subordination,  to  the  Monthly  Meetings  who  appoint  them:  to  make 
them  feel  that  they  are  the  servants  of  the  meetings  appointing  them; 
and  that  if  they  should  so  forget  themselves  as  to  assume  thp  direction 
of  their  meetings,  instead  of  acting  in  subordination  to  them,  that  a 
mild  course  of  purging  the  society  from  such  nauseous  incumbrances 
would  thereby  be  opened,  without  exciting  feelings  of  anger,  or  enmity, 
or  displeasure,  towards  those  who  might  make  such  a  proposition  with- 
out the  existence  of  a  rule  of  discipline,  to  bring  the  subject  before  the 
meeting,  without  being  liable  to  suspicion  of  any  personal  dislike.  And 
hence  the  harmony  of  meetings  would  be  better  preserved. 

Q.  Would  not  the  proposal  receive  the  form  that  the  body  of  the 
meeting  united  in,  before  it  could  be  sent  up  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  ? 

A.  The  meeting  might  unite  in  vjiyform  that  would  bring  a  subject 
before  the  Yearly  Meeting;  if  they  of  that  meeting  took  hold  of  the  sub- 
ject, and  appointed  a  committee  to  consider  of  it,  as  is  usual  in  such 
cases,  that  committee  mieht,  with  or  withouLany  specific  direction,  re- 
port a  rule  of  discipline  for  the  consideration  of  the  meeting,  which,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  committee,  might  be  deemed  to  meet  the  case* 
and  be  beneficial  to  society — as,  I  think,  has  been  customary  on  such 
occasions. 

Q*  You  have  stated,  that  in  1826  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting 
changed  its  representatives  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings.  Did  the 
Quarterly  Meeting,  or  any  of  its  members,  allege  that  Caleb  Peirce,  or 
Isaac  Lloyd,  two  of  those  whom  it  released,  had  either  declined,  or  ne- 
glected their  attendance  at  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  or  resigned  their 
seats  in  it? 

A.  I  can't  give  information  or  an  answer  of  any  particular  individuals, 
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«s  to  the  precise  words  of  their  dissatisfaction;  but  I  did  learn  from  a 
number  of  their|members,  that  they  were  dissatisfied  with  those  persons 
as  representatives  of  the  southern  Quarterly  Meeting  in  the  Meeting  for 
Sufferings. 

Q.  Had  they  not  regularly  attended  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings? 

A.  I  think  they  had.  But  that  could  be  little  satisfaction  to  the  south- 
em  Quarterly  Meeting,  when  they  found  them  combined  with  others  in 
Philadelphia,  mostly  members  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  acting  in 
opposition  to  them.  As  in  the  case  of  Comfort  and  Bell;  encouraging 
them  in  the  violation  of  the  discipline  against  defamation  and  detrac- 
tion. 

Q.  Had  not  Isaac  Lloyd  been  appointed  by  that  Quarterly  Meeting 
about  two  years  before? 

A*  I  don't  remember  the  precise  time  when  he  was  appointed  to  that 
service.  But  Isaac  Lloyd  had  ranked  himself  with  Friends;  had  defended 
£iia8  Hicks;  or  disapproved  of  the  conduct  of  his  colleagues,  the  elders, 
when  they  were  convened  together  at  that  meeting,  between  Elias  Hicks 
and  some  of  his  friends,  and  the  elders.  And  hence  when  his,  Isaac 
Lloyd's  name,  was  first  proposed  as  a  suitable  person  to  fill  that  appoint- 
ment, Jonathan  Evans  said,  ^*  Isaac  Lloyd  was  not  initiated  into  the 
concerns  of  society,  and  was  not  a  suitable  person,  but  he  had  thought  of 
Esra  Copifort." 

Q.  Previous  to  this  removal  of  the  representatives  of  the  southern 
Quarter,  do  you  remember  any  instance  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting  displacing 
its  representatives  in  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings? 

A.  No.  The  heads  of  department  in  society,  those  active  persons  who 
exercised  a  very  general  control  of  the  concerns  of  society,  had  not  be- 
come so  corrupted,  by  perhaps  wealth  and  the  insolence  of  power,  as  to 
support  the  representatives  and  servants  of  a  Quarterly  Meeting  in  that 
capacity,  against  those  who  had  appointed  them. 

Q.  Were  not  Isaac  Lloyd's  sentiments  of  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines, 
changed  in  consequence  of  an  interview  between  Elias  Hicks  at  Isaac 
Lloyd's  own  house,  in  which  Elias  Hicks  came  out  so  plainly  with  his 
doctrines,  as  to  alarm  Isaac  Lloyd,  and  change  his  opinion  respecting 
Elias? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  changed  his  opinion.  But  as  my  apprehension 
of  him  is,  that  be  is  not  a  man  of  a  very  strong  mind,  that  'tis  quite  as 
possible,  I  think,  that  his  change  was  wrought  by  his  vanity  being  tickled 
a  little  with  the  idea  of  being  ranked  among  these  great  men. 

Q.  Does  not  common  reputation  assign  the  change  in  his  sentiments, 
to  the  cause  supposed  in  the  previous  question? 

A.  I  never  heard  of  much  common  reputation  about  it  any  how.  But 
I  think  I  have  heard  some  such  a  story  about  it  And  I  have  known  a 
number  that  for  want  of  magnanimity,  as  I  apprehended,  to  profess  and 
hold  their  real  sentiments,  to  find  somesuch  pretext  for  their  inconsistency, 
or  to  profess  to  have  such  pretext. 

Q.  Did  the  minutes  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  defer  the  new  ap- 
pointment of  the  southern  Quarter,  to  the  consideration  and  decision  of 
the  Yearly  Meeting? 

A.  Well,  that  matter  had  gone  pretty  much  from  me,  but  I  think  that 
after  they  were  aware  that  they  had  exceeded  the  bounds  of  their  busi- 
ness and  duty,  and  had  excited  by  their  arbitrary  conduct,  the  fears  and 
alarm  of  a  large  portion  of  the  society,  that  they  did  so. 
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Q.  Were  not  the  subjects  brought  up  from  Abington  and  Bucks  to  the 
Yearly  Meeting  in  1827,  dismissed  on  the  proposal  of  John  Comly? 

A.  I  hav'nt  a  distinct  recollection  that  it  was  so.  But  when  I  recol* 
lect  to  have  understood,  perhaps  at  the  time  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  that 
Samuel  Bettle  and  John  Comly  had  had  some  conversation  on  the  state 
and  condition  of  that  Yearly  Meeting,  that  the  circumstances  developed 
at  that  meeting  of  its  state  and  condition,  discovered  it  to  be  unfit  and 
disqualified  to  do  the  business  of  a  Yearly  Meeting;  that  John  Comly 
and  Samuel  Bettle  had,  I  suppose,  as  individuals,  known  to  be  influential 
men,  Samuel  with  those  who  are  now  known  to  be,  or  call  themselres 
Orthodox,  and  John  with  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends ;  that 
they  agreed,  that,  I  suppose,  as  regarded  their  influence,  that  those  sub- 
jects should  not  come  before  the  Yearly  Meeting.  To  be  a  little  more 
definite,  that  as  the  Orthodox  had  forced  the  clerk  upon  the  meeting 
against  the  voice  expressed  of  the  larger  part  of  that  meeting,  it  was 
evident  from  the  course  they  had  pursued,  that  they  had  worked  a  revo- 
lution in  the  society.  The  representatives  of  Bucks  Quarterly  Meeting 
on  their  reporting  their  attendance  at  Philadelphia,  as  representatives 
to  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  that  Quarter;  that  the  business  of  that  meet- 
ing was  declared  by  them,  or  rather  that  that  meeting  was  declared  by 
them  in  their  report  of  the  service,  to  have  been  a  disorderly  body,  I 
think.  And  I  think,  recommended  that  that  Quarterly  Meeting  should 
not  recognise  it  as  a  Yearly  Meeting ;  the  report,  I  think,  signed  by 
twenty  out  of  twenty-four  representatives ;  excepting  one  matter  of  a 
benevolent  character,  the  furnishing  of  three  hundred  dollars,  or  some 
such  matter,  its  quota,  however,  towards  a  fund  to  be  raised  for  the 
benefit  of  the  blacks  in  Carolina ;  and  that  business  to  be  done  in  an  un- 
official way. 

Q.  When  was  the  Yearly  Meeting  you  belong  to  opened? 

A.  The  second  Second-day  in  Fourth-moatti|  is  the  usual  time  of  its 
meeting*. 

Counsel.  The  question  refers  to  when  it  was  first  held  or  opened. 

Witness.  In  Tenth-month,  1827. 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  since  that  time,  that  is,  the  open- 
ing of  the  meeting  in  Tenth-month,  1827,  it  has  annually'convened  on  the 
second  Second-day  of  Fourth-month P 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Where? 

A.  At  Green  street  meeting  house,  and  at  Cherry  street  house. 
The  men  a;  Green  street,  and  the  women  at  Cherry  street. 

Q.  Was  Elias  Hicks  in  unity  with  the  Yearly  Meeting  you  belong  to, 
up  to  the  time  of  his  decease? 

A.  I  think  he  was. 

Q.  Did  he  attend  that  meeting  in  Fourth-month,  1828? 

A.  I  am  almost  alwa3rs  at  a  loss  about  dates.     I  think  he  did. 

Q.  Did  that  meeting  make  a  minute  expressive  of  their  satisfaction 
with  his  company  and  services? 

A.  I  think  it  did.     I  include  his  company  and  services  both. 

Q.  Does  the  Yearly  Meeting  you  belong  to,  correspond  with  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends  in  London,  New  England,  Virginia,  or  North 
Carolina? 

A.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  London  does  not  correspond  with  the  Year- 
ly Meeting  of  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey,  8cc.— We  understand,  I  think. 
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by  information,  perhaps  from  the  clerk  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting, 
communicated  to  the  clerk  of  our  Yearly  Meeting,  that  they  decline  cor- 
responding with  our  Yearly  Meeting;  and  I  understand,  that  the  reason 
alleged  is,  that  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  of  the  Orthodox  Yearly  Meet- 
ing of  Philadelphia,  have  so  defamed  us  in  their  communication^  to 
Fnends  of  the  London  Yearly  Meeting,  as  to  induce  them  to  submit  our 
communication  or  epistles  to  the  examination  of  perhaps  two  or  three 
Individuals,  to  report  whether  such  communications  are  fit  to  be  read  in 
the  meeting  or  not  The  meetings  I  think,  has  hence  arrived  at  the  con- 
clusion, not  to  hear  those  communications  read,  when  those  two  or  three 
individuals  made  their  report ;  and  the  great  body  of  society  remain  ig- 
Borant  of  us,  excepting  what  is  supposed  to  be  detailed  out  to  them  by 
those  who  are  in  strict  unity  with  the  Orthodox  Yearly  Meeting  here. 
As  to  the  Friends  in  New  England,  they  have  been,  I  think,  in  a  lame 
way  tome  time  back,  and  I  have  reason  to  apprehend  they  are  not  much 
tetter  now,  and  we  have  no  correspondence  with  them.  The  Virginia 
Yearly  Meeting,  which  I  think  the  Orthodox  make  a  spread  about,  call- 
uig  it  the  ancient  Yearly  Meeting  of  Virginia,  from  what  information  I 
have  of  that  ancient  concera,  I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  a  very  little  con- 
cent; I  should  suppose,  from  what  I  have  understood,  that  the  whole 
body  of  its  members  together,  do  not  amount  to  a  larger  number  than 
the  members  of  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting.  Carolina  Yearly  Meet- 
ing does  not  correspond  with  us.  These  men  of  leisure,*— these  rich  men 
I  have  spoken  of  in  Philadelphia,  were  the  medium  of  the  communica- 
tion of  the  bounty  of  the  great  body  of  Friends  to  help  them  and  their 
poor  oppressed  blacks,  out  of  their  trouble,  as  far  as  that  little  bounty 
would  go  in  such  a  matter;  which,  together  with  a  sort  of  missionary  in- 
fluence, has  had,  I  think,  a  powerful  effect  in  alienating  their  minds,  by 
infusing  prejudices  against  us  in  them. 

Q.  In  your  answer  to  my  last  question,  you  have  spoken  of  the  '^  Year- 
ly Meeting  of  Friends  of  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey,  et  cetera."  Am  I 
to  understand  you  as  meaning  by  those  terms,  the  Yearly  Meeting  to 
which  you  belong,  and  which  is  annually  held  at  Green  street,  Philadel- 
phia, on  the  second  Second-day  of  Fourth-month? 

A.  Yes,  certainly.  A  body  can't  divide  against  itself.  Its  members 
consist,  as  we  understand,  of  upwards  of  nineteen  thousand,  and  the  Or- 
thodox Yearly  Meeting  that  I  have  described  or  mentioned,  six  thousand 
some  hundreds,  may  be,  and  therefore  they  are  justly  entitled  to  be  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends,  which  is  held  at  Green  street,  Philadelphia. 

Q.  Have  either  of  the  Yearly  Meetings,  named  in  a  preceding  ques- 
tion, to  witr— London,  New  England,  Virginia,  and  North  Carolina, 
acknowledged  your  meeting  as  a  Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends? 

A.  Not  in  an  official  way,  I  believe.  The  ministers  who  came  out 
from  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London  for  some  years  past,  had  conceived 
and  propagated  unfounded  prejudices  against  us;  and  not  only  so,  but  in 
most  of  the  meetings  that  we  have  mentioned,  had,  as  we  have  under- 
stood, been  instrumental  in  raising  and  spreading  those  unfounded  pre- 
judices against  us. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  the  relative  numbers, — of  those  whom  you 
call  Orthodox,  and  of  those  whom  you  call  Friends;  has  there  been  any 
accurate  account  taken? 

A.  I. think  there  has  been  on  the  part  of  Friends,  who,  I  think,  are 
pretty  generally  possessed  of  the  records  of  the  Monthly  Meetings,  to 
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i(>und  that  data  or  estimate  upon;  and  otherwise,  where  those  records 
have  been  wanting,  other  means  have  been  resorted  to,  to  ascertain  the 
^  fact,  as  I  have  understood.  For  instance,  I'll  just  recite  a  case  or  two,— « 
It  became  a  subject  of  care  in  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Byberry,  a  branch 
of  Abington  Quarterly  Meeting,  when,  I  think,  it  was  reported  by  their 
committee,  that  twenty-four  twenty-fifth  parts  of  that  Monthly  Meeting 
were  Friends.  That  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  consisted  Fourtlv 
month  26,  1837,  of  six  hundred  «iid  twenty-eight  Friends,  and  ninety- 
eight  Orthodox,  as  near  as  could  then  be  ascertained. 

Q.^  Upon  what  principles  was  the  account  taken? 

A.  I  think  at  Byberry,  four  of  their  members  separated  themselves, 
being  heads  of  families,  built  a  meeting  honse,  and  held  a  separate  meet- 
ing. And  at  Green  street,  the  list  of  members  was  examined,  I  think  I 
have  been  informed,  and  the  minutes  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  examined, 
and  the  observation  of  those  who  inspected  into  the  matter,  directed  to 
those  who  had  separated  from  the  meeting,  and  had  gone  to  north  meet- 
ing among  the  Orthodox. 

Q.  When  you  spoke  of  the  relative  numbers,  I  understood  yoii  to  re- 
fer to  the  whole  Yearly  Meeting,  and  in  answer  to  my  question  ais  to  the 
principles  upon  which  the  count  was  taken,  you  have  particulari£ed*on- 
ly  two  Monthly  Meetings, — I  wish  you  to  take  up  the  different  Monthly 
Meetings  composing  the  several  Quarters  subordinate  to  the  Philadel- 
phia Yearly  Meeting,  and  state  the  numbers  of  each  party  in  each 
Monthly  Meeting,  and  upon  what  principles  the  count  or  census  was 
taken? 

A.  I  am  not  in  possession  of  minute  information,  to  give  that  detail; 
but  I  have  no  doubt  it  can  be  furnished  by  some  other  witness  that  may 
be  called,  some  months  hence,  if  I  should  be  released. 

Q.  Am  I  to  understand  then,  that  when  speaking  of  the  relativQ/ium- 
bers,  you  did  not  speak  from  actual  knowledge,  but  from  hearsay? 

A.  I  do  understand  it  that  that  is  the  result;  as  no  one  individual 
could  be  presumed  to  arrive  at  the  personal  knowledge  of  it  himself,  it 
must  of  consequence  be  considered  the  result  of  research  and  inquiry  of 
the  different  persons  in  the  different  Monthly  Meetings  combined  to- 
gether. 

Counsel.  The  witness  has  stated  in  a  general  way  his  understanding 
of  the  relative  numbers,— I  wish  to  know  from  him,  what  part  of  their 
relative  numbers  he  knows  of  his  own  knowledge,  and  what  part  of  such 
general  result  he  has  derived  from  hearsay,  or  from  sources  out  of  his 
own  knowledge? 

A.  Well,  I  have  never  myself  inspected  into  the  count  of  the  Monthly 
Meeting  of  Green  street;  neither  of  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Byberry. 
I  am  not  certain,  I  say,  whether  the  account  I  have  is  official,  or  whe- 
ther it  is  what  might  be  deemed  an  unofficial  authentic  account. 

Q.  Does  this  count  include  the  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends  in 
the  city  of  Philadelphia  ? 

A.  I  think  it  does. 

Q.  How  were  the  sentiments  of  the  members  of  the  society  ascer- 
tained ? 

A.  Generally  by  their  attending  our  meetings.  For  those  who  were 
associated  with  the  Orthodox,  are  prohibited  from  attending  our  meet- 
ings, under  pain  of  disownment,  I  think. 
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Q.  Can  you  state  the  total  number  on  each  side,  in  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia. 

A*  I  think  it  would  not  be  safe  for  me  to  venture  at  it,  with  my  limited 
recollection,  or  information. 

Q.  On  which  side  did  you  count  the  children,  of  those  members  who 
did  not  attend  your  meetings  ? 

.  A«  Certainly  the  children  would  be  counted  with  their  parents;  that 
was  the  rulef  and  I  should  be  very  much  ashamed  if  it  was  otherwisef 
unless  the  children  were  of  sufficient  years,  and  judged  for  themselvesy 
and  came  to  our  meetings,  as  was  the  case  in  some  instances. 

Q.  Does  not  the  discipline  require,  that  offenders  should  be  dealt  with 
and  disowned,  if  they  cannot  be  reclaimed  ? 

A.  Yes, 

Q.  Has  your  society  disowned  any  of  those  you  call  Orthodox  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia  ? 

A.  Not  that  I  know  of,  for  their  orthodoxy. 

Q.  For  any  other  cause? 

A*  I  have  no  recollection  of  our  meeting  in  Philadelphia  interfering 
in  that  way,  with  any  that  are  not  acknowledged  members  of  our  meet- 
ings, distinguished  some  how  or  other  from  the  Orthodox*  ^ 

Q.  Does  not  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Friends  always  remain  a 
member  of  the  society  until  he  be  disowned  ? 

A.  It  is  so  considered. 

Q.  Were  not  those  persons  you  call  Orthodox,  in  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia, members  of  the  Society  of  Friends  ? 

A.  They  remain  as  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  of  our 
particular  Monthly  Meeting.  I  mean  those  who  have  ceased  to  meet 
together  with  us,  in  our  meetings  for  worship  and  discipline^-«but  are 
not  counted  as  our  members  in  our  census.  I  cannot  speak  particularly 
about  the  Monthly  Meeting  of  Friends  held  at  Cherry  street,  but  I  have 
BO  doubt  in  my  mind,  but  that  they  are  all  exclusively  Friends*— and 
mostly,  I  should  apprehend,  such  as  have  been  disowned  by  the  Ortho- 
dox for  attending  our  meetings,  or  one  paltry  pretext  or  other. 

Adjourned  until  10  o'clock  to-morrow  morning. 

And  it  is  agreed  between  the  parties,  both  complainant  and  defendants, 
and  their  counsel  respectively,  that  the  cross-examination  of  Abraham 
Lower,  the  present  witness,  be  postponed  until  Friday  morning  next,  at 
10  o'clock,  at  the  request  of  the  witness,  and  to  enable  him  to  attend  to 
an  important  and  interesting  domestic  concern;  and  that  the  said  cross- 
examination  shall  be  resumed  at  the  time  aforesaid,  and  thence  con- 
tinued until  closed.  And  it  is  also  in  like  manner  agreed,  that  another 
witness  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, shall  commence  his  testimony  to-morrow  morning  at  10  o'clock^ 
and  be  proceeded  in  through  the  day,  as  usual;  and  that  if  not  closed  on 
the  same  day,  the  further  examination  of  the  said  witness  shall  be  post- 
poned, to  make  way  for  the  further  cross-examination  of  the  said  Abra- 
ham Lower,  and  shall  be  resumed  immediately  after  the  closing  of  the 
said  cross-examination. 

And  I  do  certify,  that  this  agreement  was  made  before  the  adjourn- 
ment)  entered  as  above.  J.  J.  Foster, 

Master  and  Examiner. 
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Thursday  morning,  December  Snd,  1830,  at  10  o'clock*  The  parties 
and  counsel  appeared  as  before. 

Mr.  Price  for  the  complainant,  and  Stacy  Decow,  one  of  the  defendants, 
alleged,  that  he  had  assented  to  the  agreement  last  evening  to  postpone 
the  cross-examination  of  Abraham  Lower,  and  to  take  up  another  wit- 
ness to*day,  whose  examination  if  not  concluded  to*day  should  be  post- 
poned, to  make  way  for  the  further  proceeding  in  the  said  cross-exami- 
nation until  its  conclusion,  in  the  expectation  that  the  witness  proposed 
to  be  examined  would  accede  to  the  measure,  with  whom  he  had  not 
consulted  on  the  occasion.  But  that  on  advising  with  the  said  witness 
this  morning,  (who  resides  in  the  state  of  New  York,)  he  has  not  been 
able  to  prevail  with  him  to  submit  to  the  arrangement,  and  to  be  put 
upon  his  examination,  subject  to  the  interruption,  as  proposed  in  the 
■aid  agreement  And  that  consequently  as  he  had  no  other  witness  in 
readiness  to  offer  this  morning,  the  further  examination  of  witnesses 
must  be  postponed  until  the  time  mentioned  in  the  last  adjournment, 
unless  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  should  insist  on  the  production  of 
Abraham  Lower,  which  would  be  done,  if  so  insisted  on. 

Mr.  Brown  replied,  that  he  should  adhere  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment in  respect  to  Abraham  Lower,  and  could  not  consent  that  he  should 
be  called  here  to-day»— 4)ut  that  he  should  not  object  to  the  postponenvent 
proposed. 

By  the  consent  of  the  parties  and  their  counsel,  the  further  examina- 
tion of  witnesses  is  postponed  until  to-morrow  morning  at  10  o'clock. 

J.  J.  Foster,  . 
Master  and  Exammmr* 

Friday  morning,  December  3d,  1830,  at  ten  o'clock.  The  parties 
and  counsel  appeared  as  before.  Cross-examination  of  Abraham  Lower 
continued. 

The  witness  says,  I  would  beg  leave  to  recur  to  my  testimony,  at  its 
close  on  the  evening  before  last,  and  state  that  I  was  fatigued  with  a 
hard  day's  service,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  that  I  was  then 
placed;  I  was  fagged  down,  and  was  not  aware  of  my  condition  till  I 
came  to  reflect  upon  what  had  passed,  and  recurring  to  my  feelings;  and 
I  think  it  is  but  justice  to  state  that  I  misapprehended  the  question  that 
was  put  to  me  relative  to  the  time  of  our  holding  our  first  Yearly  Meet* 
ingj  after  the  reorganization  of  society;  that  is,  that  it  was  in  contrast 
with  that  Yearly  Meeting  that  was  held  at  Arch  street,  and  which,  for 
the  reasons  that  I  have  stated  in  divers  instances,  ceases  to  be  a  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends.  And  I  would,  therefore,  desire  that 
my  answer  to  that  question  should  be  according  to  the  account  contain- 
ed in  the  book  of  discipline;  that  our  first  Yearly  Meeting  was  held  at 
Burlington  in  1681,*-'^nd  for  the  same  reasons  that  I  have  mentioned, 
of  disqualification,  of  which  I  was  not  aware  at  the  time,  I  made  the 
blunder,  when  speaking  of  the  members  of  the  society.  The  number  of 
the  members  of  the  Society  of  Friends  consists  of  eighteen  thousand, 
some  hundreds;  the  Orthodox,  seven  thousand,  some  hundreds. 

Mr.  Brown,  As  it  is  desirable  to  cjose  this  cross-examination  as  soon 
as  practicable,  it  having  been  protracted  to  a  great  length,  I  pppoae  to 
pursue  the  course  of  questioning  the  witness  which  I  had  determmed  on 
for  this  morning,  without  particularly  adverting  at  this  time  to  the  ex- 
planation just  given  by  the  witness, — ^intending,  however,  at  or  near  the 
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clote  of  this  cross-examinationi  to  put  a  question  or  two  to  him  on  that 
subject. 

Question.  You  have  spoken  of  a  communication  made  by  the  Meeting 
for  Sufferings  in  Philadelphia,  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  London— did 
you  ever  see  that  communication? 

Answer.  I  did  not.  But  I  think  that  an  account  of  it  from  which  I 
got  my  information,  was  derived  from  the  clefk  of  the  Yearly  Meeting: 
or  from  one  of  their  epistles  or  communications,  that  is,  Orthodox  epis- 
tles or  communications,  I  can't  say  just  how  I  got  it.  Whatever  might 
have  been  the  medium,  I  am  satisfied  the  information  was  correct. 

Q.  Were  you  a  subscriber  to  a  work  printed  at  Wilmington,  called 
the  <<  BereanP" 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  not  that  work,  as  well  as  the  *^  Sermons  of  Elias  Hicks,"—- 
"  The  Quaker,"— and  "  The  Advocate  of  Truth,"  extensively  circulated, 
and  generally  approved  among  the  members  of  your  society? 

A.  They  were  extensively  circulated,— and  I  think  generally  approv- 
ed.    But  I  have  no  doubt  there  were  a  variety  of  sentiments  respecting! 
those  works. 

Q.  Did  you  not  say  in  Green  street  Monthly  Meeting  a  short  time 
previous  to  the  separation,  that  }^  the  Berean  was  a  standard  work  of 
faith  and  doctrine,  and  recommended  as  such?" 

A.  No— nor  nothing  like  it 

Q.  Did  you  not  say,  you  hoped  to  see  it  in  the  library  of  every 
Friend? 

A*  I  think  not.  But  1*11  say  now,  if  yon  please,  that  I  think  it  wonld 
be  a  valuable  acquisition  to  any  sensible  man,  for  his  library ;  that's  my 
own  private  opinion;  it  was  conducted  with  great  ability;  contained  a 
great  deal  of  excellent  matter,  which  I  think  must  be  interesting  to  the 
general  reader. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  the  meetings  of  conference  held  by  those  you  call 
Friends,  during  the  week  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Fourth-month,  1837? 

A.  I  did  attend  several  meetings  for  conference  at  the  time  spoken 
ofl     But  I  think  there  was  one  that  I  did  not  attend,— the  first  one. 

Q.  Was  there  an  address  prepared  and  adopted  at  any  of  those  meet- 
ings, to  be  sent  to  the  members  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia? 

A.  Yes,  I  think  there  was. 

Q*  Is  it  the  same  as  that  published  and  circulated  by  your  society, 
and  which  has  been  inade  an  exhibit  in  this  cause? 

A.  I  have  no  doubt  but  it  is  the  same. 

Q.  Did  you,  or  any  one  present,  object  to  it  ? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  whether  there  were  objections  made  to  it 
or  not.  I  should  think  it  very  remarkable  indeed,  if  there  was  no  objec- 
tion to  it  at  all;  I  do  not,  nor  cannot,  recollect  whether  I  objected  to  it 
or  not;  and  whatever  objection  was  made,  if  any,  either  by  myself  or 
others,  I  think  must  have  related  to  a  word,  some  matter  of  correction 
in  the  phraseology,  but  not  to  the  substance  of  the  matter. 

Q.  But  as  adopted,  was  it  not  united  in  and  issued  by  your  society? 

A.  It  was. 

Q.  That  address,  in  alluding  to  the  circumstances  which  interrupted 
the  unity  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  produced  a  division,  describes  as 
one  of  the  causes,  in  these  words,  "  doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  so- 
ciety, and  which  we  believe  to  be  sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by 
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the  other  part  to  be  unsound  and  spurious;"  ^'  from  this  has  resulted  a 
■tate  of  things  that  has  proved  destructive  of  peace  and  tranquillity,  and 
in  which  the  fruits  of  love  and  condescension  have  been  blasted,  and  the 
comforts  and  enjoyments  even  of  social  intercourse  greatly  diminished/* 
Will  you  please  to  state  what  these  doctrines  are  to  which  the  address 
here  alludes? 

A.  I  think  it  not  very  likely  that  I  shall.  But  the  circumstance  stated, 
I  believe  to  be  matter  of  fact.  It  was  on  account  of  doctrines  that  that 
body  of  elders  were  organized  as  a  party  against  Ellas  Hicks,  who  were, 
as  before  stated,  a  part  of  that  caucus  held  at  the  close  of  the  Meeting 
for  Sufferings.  The  same  individuals  who  were  most  active  in  pro- 
ducing the  rupture  that  then  occurred  in  that  unwarrantable  attack  upon 
Elias  Hicks,  and  more  indirectly,  though  really,  upon  the  Monthly  Meet- 
ing of  Jericho,  of  which  Elias  Hicks  was  a  member,  and  had  given  him 
a  certificate  of  its  unity  with  him,  which  of  course  included  their  appro- 
bation of  the  doctrines  he  preached;  and  of  Westbury  Quarter,  of  which 
Jericho  Monthly  Meeting  was  a  branch,  and  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
New  York.  It  was  on  doctrines  that  Joseph  Whitall  arraigned  him  be- 
fore that  self-constituted  body,  who  thus  arrayed  themselves  in  opposi- 
tion to  Elias  Hicks,  and  those  who  approved  of  him;  and  which- Joseph 
Whitall  stated  in  his  accusation  of  him,  to  be  two-thirds  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  New  York,  in  which  he  appears  to  have  been  remarkably 
accurate;  for,  I  think,  there  is  five  thousand  Orthodox  left  the  Year- 
ly Meeting  of  New  York,  and  twelve  thousand  Friends  remain.  I 
don't  profess  to  be  precisely  accurate,  but  I  think  that  is  about  the 
way  they  stand.  That  notwithstanding  that  we  have  asserted  that  fact 
of  a  difference  in  doctrine,  we  have  always  been  disposed,  and  professed 
that  disposition,  that  those  in  the  society  who  were  of  a  contrary  senti- 
ment to  ourselves,  had  a  right  to  their  sentiments;  and  if  they  believed 
they  were  correct  to  the  best  of  their  understandings,  they  could  do  no 
other  than  believe  them.  We  claim  the  same  right  for  ourselves;  and 
in  the  exercise  of  which  we  were  constantly  liable  to  this  distressing, 
odious  circumstance,  by  their  preachers  coming  to  our  meeting,  and 
designating  those  who  were  of  a  different  sentiment  with  themselves  as 
infidels,  and  deists,»--charges  without  the  shadow  of  foundation  of  truth. 
And  this  being  repeated,  especially  by  those  English  ministers;  there 
was  a  number  of  them,  and  they  were  very  diligent.  There  was  hence 
the  occasion  to  remark,  as  is  remarked  in  that  pamphlet;  that  epistle, 
upon  the  fact  which  the  question  imports;  and  the  consequences  therein 
detailed  was  the  natural  result;  for  instance,  a  meeting  of  Friends  to  be 
denounced  by  those  individuals  as  atheists,  some  few  individuals  seem- 
ed as  if  there  might  be  a  possibility,  who  still  believed  in  the  existence 
of  a  God.  By  one  of  their  English  preachers!  a  more  false  and  iwickcd 
slander,  was  not  within  the  verge  of  possibility  to  utter.  Not  one  soul 
in  my  apprehension  of  that  description  present;  or  of  the  other  two, 
hifidds  and  Deists,  who  were  the  common  theme  of  denunciation.  These 
people  associated  generally  with  those  persons  that  I  have  designated  as 
the  authors  of  this  distraction  in  society.  We  had  every  reason  to  be- 
lieve, that  instead  of  their  attending  as  individuals  to  the  gift  of  God  in 
themselves,  as  their  director  in  the  exercise  of  their  gifts  in  the  minis- 
try, that  they  infused  those  lies  and  slanders  that  were  uttered  against 
us  by  them,  into  the  minds  of  those  individuals.  And  lest  there  should 
be  some  gleam  of  Sight  and  truth  relating  to  the  real  state  of  those  who 
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vrere  thus  publicly  denounced,  and  continually  so,  for  a  considerable 
tiine,  several  years,  they  were  kept  as  prisoners  at  large.  Some  one  or 
other,  such  as  Bartholomew  Wistar,  when  with  Elizabeth  Robson  in  an 
extensive  visit  over  the  country,  carrying  papers  of  accusation  against 
Ellas  Hicks  and  his  friends,  or  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends, 
I  should  say;  thus  under  the  garb  and  profession  of  religious  duty,  was 
engaged,  as  I  understand,  in  slandering  and  defaming  very  extensively 
the  Society  of  Friends;  misstating  their  real  sentiments.  It  would  take 
more  time  than  your  patience  would  hold  you  out,  I  apprehend,  to  de- 
tail one-twentieth  part  of  such  vile  conduct,  that  such  individuals  pur- 
sued in  slandsring  and  defaming  the  Society  of  Friends.  Hence  the  bonds 
of  society  were  broken;  the  obligations  of  the  discipline  were  no  barrier 
in  their  way;  they  would  trample  on  that  with  as  much  impunity  as  they 
would  insult  us,  in  the  way  I  have  described. 

Mr.. Brown,  By  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  which  have  been  read  to 
the  witness,  it  is  seen  that  both  these  contending  parlies,  Hendrickson 
and  Decow,  stand  in  the  character  of  claimants;  each  contending  that  he 
is  entitled  to  the  money  in  controversy;  and  each  founding  his  claim 
upon  the  allegation  that  he  and  his  party,  are  governed  by  the  discipline, 
and  hold  the  fundamental  religious  doctrines  of  the  ancient  Society  of 
Friends;  thus  putting  not  only  the  discipline,  but  the  fundamental  reli- 
gious doctrines  of  the  society,  directly  in  issue.  The  witness  now  under 
examination,  having  been  solemnly  affirmed  to  tell  the  truth,  the  whole 
truth*  and  nothing  but  the  truth,  touching  the  matters  in  controversy  in 
this  cause,  upon  the  following  question,  **  with  what  were  you  charged 
in  that  testimony  of  disownment,  and  for  which  you  were  declared  to  be 
no  longer  in  unity  with  the  society?"  being  put  to  him,  replied,  '*  there 
were  some  matters  of  a  spiritual  character  contained  in  that  paper;  and, 
therefore,  inasmuch  as  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the 
state  governments,  have  prohibited  all  their  courts,  or  any  commissions 
under  them  of  consequence,  from  intermeddling  with  matters  of  a  spi- 
ritual nature,  I  deny  the  authority  of  any  department  of  the  government 
calling  me  to  account  for  my  opinions  in  spiritual  matters;  and,  there- 
fore, decline  answering  that  question."  The  witness  now  again  refuses 
to  answer  a  question  touching  the  doctrines  of  the  society,  of  which  he 
calls  himself  a  member.  The  witness  is,  in  this  case,  a  volunteer;  what 
I  mean  by  the  expression  is,  that  this  suit  being  pending  in  the  court 
of  chancery  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  which  can  issue  no  process 
that  will  operate  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the  state,  and  the  wit- 
ness residing  without  those  limits,  to  wit,  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania, 
he  could  not  have  been  compelled  to  attend  here  as  a  witness  in  this  cause. 
But  the  witness  having  voluntarily  appeared,  and  declined  to  answer,  for 
the  reasons  he  has  before  stated,  I  feel  it  my  duty  now  to  call  upon  him, 
and  upon  the  counsel  who  has  instructed  him  that  the  ground  he  took 
in  his  reply  above  quoted  was  correct,  to  point  out  to  me  those  parts  of 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey, 
(for  it  will  not  I  presume  be  pretended  that  the  constitution  of  any  other 
state  in  the  union  can  have  any  bearing  upon  this  question,)  which  will 
relieve  him  from  the  obligation  of  answering  the  question  now  put,  un- 
der the  solemn  affirmation  he  has  voluntarily  taken? 

Mr.  Price.  I  am  called  upon  to  refer  to  constitutional  provisions,  to 
show  why  this  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  here  before  a  civil  tribu- 
nal for  his  religious   opinions,  and  those  of  the  religious  society  to 
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which  he  belongs.  I  refer  particularly  to  the  spirit  of  the  eighteenth 
and  nineteenth  articles  of  the  constitution  of  New  Jersey;  and  the  first 
article  of  the  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States;  and 
generally^  to  all  the  political  institutions  of  this  country,  to  show  that 
matters  of  church  and  state  are  anxiously  kept  distinct,  as  essential  to 
the  preservation  of  our  political  and  religious  freedom.  .  If  this  witness 
were  bound  to  answer  here  in  a  civil  suit  for  his  own  religious  opinions, 
matters  of  church  and  state  would  not  be  kept  distinct:  and  a  precedent 
wonld  be  established  for  making  any  citizen  answerable  to  the  legal  tri- 
bunals of  his  country,  for  those  opinions  for  which  he  is  accountable  to 
his  God  alone :  for  if  bound  so  to  answer  in  this  suit,  any  two  individuals 
might  lay  a  wager  on  the  religious  opinions  of  another,  make  a  feigned 
issue  to  try  which  had  gained  the  bet,  subpoena  such  individual  to  court 
as  a  witness,  and  compel  him  under  legal  qualification  to  divulge  those 
secrets  of  the  hearti  which  no  one  has  a  right  to  know  but  that  God  who 
seeth  them. 

[noon.] 

I  repeat  that  the  pleadings  of  Decow  have  not  put  doctrines  in  issue 
in  this  cause:  the  answer  of  Decow  expressly  insists,  **  that  by  the  law 
and  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  the  rights  of  property  are  sacred  and 
inviolate,  and  cannot  be  taken  from  an  individual  or  a  religious  asso- 
ciation, without  his  or  their  consent;  and  more  especially  that  it  cannot 
be  made  to  depend  on  the  test  of  any  religious  creed  framed  after  its 
vesting,  and  artfully  prepared  by  a  minority  to  answer  its  purposes:*' 
(see  page  11  of  the  printed  answer)  **and  he  (Decow)  submits  to  this 
court  that  the  only  legitimate  inquiry  before  this  court  respects  the  right 
of  property  to  the  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  money  due  thereon,  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  of  interpleader,  and  that  neither  this,  nor'  any  other 
court,  have  a  right  to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  conicicBces  or  faith 
of  members  of  religious  societies  or  associations,  or  subject  them  to  the 
ordeal  of  a  creed,  prepared  by  those  claiming  adversely,  in  order  to  dis- 
franchise,  or  to  deprive  them  of  their  property,  or  legal  rights."  (See 
page  1 1  and  12  of  the  said  printed  answer.)  In  the  affirmation  of  every 
witness  there  is  by  a  necessary  and  universal  understanding  attached  to 
the  qualification,  that  the  truth  that  is  asked  of  him  is  relevant  to  the 
cause;  and  that  the  parties  have  the  right,  under  the  laws  and  constitu- 
tions of  the  land,  to  draw  that  truth  from  him.  The  questions  referred 
to  by  the  counsel  involve  matters  that  are  neither  relevant  to  the  cause, 
because  not  mutually  put  in  issue  by  the  parties,  and  which  he  has  no 
right  to  draw  from  this  witness  while  under  the  protection  afforded  him 
by  the  laws  and  constitution  of  the  land.  As  respects  the  witness's  giv- 
ing testimony  of  the  religious  opinions  of  the  society  of  which  he  is  a 
member,  there  are  also  other  objections,  which  I  suppose  operate  upon 
his  mind,  but  which  I  state  upon  my  own  authority.  I  think  that  Friends 
believe  that  their  society  has  always  )}een  cautious  against  being  drawn 
into  a  confession  of  faith,  as  a  religious  body.  It  has  never  adopted  a 
creed  as  the  terms  of  the  communion  of  its  members:  therefore,  what  an 
individual  under  examination  here  might  state  to  be  the  doctrines  of  the 
society,  would  only  be  his  own  opinions  of  what  they  are,  and  not  any 
conclusive  evidence  upon  the  subject  And  we  have  the  authority  of 
the  opposing  witnesses,  that  the  society,  as  a  religious  body,  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  writings  of  its  members  which  have  not  been  approved 


477 

by  a  Meeting  for  Sufferings.  If  the  testimony  of  any  witness  could  go 
for  more  than  his  own  opinion,  it  would  be  to  establish  for  his  brethren 
something  in  the  nature  of  a  creed,  which  he  has  no  authority  to  do. 
Friends  acknowledge  now,  as  they  have  always  done,  the  writings  of  its 
members,  as  containing  the  views  of  the  author,  which  have  obtained  m 
greater  or  less  degree  of  approbation,  as  they  bore  the  evidences  of  truth| 
the  power  of  truth  through  conviction  being  the  only  authority  of  the 
writers,  speakers,  and  assemblies  of  the  society  over  any  aggregate  body 
of  its  members.  So  far  as  the  writings  of  individuals  are  evidence  of 
the  distinguishing  principles  of  the  society,  they  believe  it  will  be  found 
that  it  has  ever  been  most  distinguished  by  the  simplicity  and  purity  of 
the  life  and  conversation  of  its  members,  its  censures  upon  a  hireling 
ministry,  outward  ordinances,  church  power,  and  creeds,  its  testimonies 
against  the  moral  evils  of  the  world,  and  pre-eminently  by  its  uniform 
belief  and  inculcation  of  the  immediate  operations  upon  the  soul,  of  the 
divine  light,  as  its  fundamental  doctrine.  In  respect  to  other  doctrines, 
it  has  been  so  far  distinguished  as  the  views  of  individual  writers,  often 
variant,  and  rarely,  if  ever,  applied  as  tests  to  applicants  for  member- 
ship, afforded  evidence  of  a  more  or  less  general  assent  to  them;  and  to 
the  same  extent  that  it  has  been  distinguished  by  doctrines,  it  has  been 
deemed  from  the  beginning  hetcrodoxical  by  other  sects,  between  whose 
charges  of  unsoundness,  and  those  of  the  Keithites,  and  the  Orthodox 
party,  there  will  be  found  a  remarkable  coincidence.  Whatever  reluc- 
tance there  may  have  been  by  the  opposing  witnesses  to  acknowledge 
the  writings  of  William  Penn,  Friends  esteem  him  as  the  clearest  ex- 
positor of  the  doctrines,  and  ablest  defender  of  the  principles  of  the  so- 
ciety. As  a  legislator  he  was  in  advance  of  his  age,  when  in  his  charter 
of  privileges  to  his  Province  of  Pennsylvania,  he  declared  the  Almighty 
God  to  be  the  only  Lord  of  conscience,  Father  of  lights  and  spirits,  and 
the  Author  as  well  as  Object  of  all  Divine  knowledge,  faith,  and  wor- 
ship; who  only  doth  enlighten  the  mind,  and  persuade  and  convince  the 
understandings  of  people;  and  proclaimed  full  toleration  to  all  who 
should  confess  one  Almighty  God,  the  Creator,  Upholder,  and  Ruler  of 
the  if  orld.  Consistent  as  a  Friend  and  a  statesman,  he  maintained  the 
rights  of  conscience,  under  religious  as  well  as  civil  government,  as  will 
appear  from  the  quotations  I  am  about  to  make:  **  They  [Friends]  dis- 
tinguish between  imposing  any  practice  that  immediately  regards  faith 
or  worship,  (which  is  never  to  be  done,  or  suffered,  or  submitted  to,) 
and  requiring  Christian  compliance  with  those  methods  that  only  re- 
spect Church  business,  in  its  more  civil  part  and  concern."  (1st  vol. 
Froud's  Hist.  p.  74.)  Again,  ^*  That  wc  should  scarcely  deliver  any  one 
article  of  faith  in  scripture  terms,  and  yet  make  such  acts  the  rule  and 
bond  of  Christian  communion,  is  in  my  judgment  an  offence,  heinous 
against  God  and  Holy  Scripture,  and  very  injurious  to  Christian  charity 
and  fellowship."  (1st  Penn's  Works,  p.  747.) 

It  is  owing  to  similar  views,  that  we  have  now  no  Yearly  Meeting 
Declarations^  or  Testimonies  ofFaithj  to  have  them  exhibited  as  evidence 
in  this  cause.  Nor  can  any  witness,  without  violation  of  such  views, 
undertake  to  establish  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  a  Declaration  of  Faith, 
either  for  the  decision  of  this  cause,  or  the  manufacture  of  a  book. 

The  question  of  Mr.  Brown  was  again  read  to  the  witness. 

Witness.  I  understand  the  matter  at  issue  is  property.  I  am  aware 
that  a  very  strong  attempt  has  been  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Orthodox, 


478 

to  make  this  question  a  matter  of  doctrine  and  faith.  That  being  my- 
self persuaded,  to  my  full  satisfaction,  that  to  enter  into  an  investiga- 
tion of  mj  faithy  or  of  the  faith  of  my  brethren,  the  Society  of  Friends, 
vould  be  perverting  the  ostensible  object  of  the  prosecution,  as  appears, 
as  I  understand  by  the  drift  of  their  testimony,  to  the  establishment  of 
a  creed  by  law.  And  to  have  any  agency  in  the  violation  of  the  rights 
I  have  as  a  citizen,  I  cannot  sanction,  were  the  consequences  to  me  to 
be  the  most  awful  that  could  be  visited  upon  me.  And  I  do  not  hence 
consider,  that  the  affirmation  which  I  took  can  be  binding  on  me  to  an- 
swer questions  on  doctrines,  the  tendency  of  which  must,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  go  to  establish  a  creed — to  make  the  chancellor  a  pope — and 
those  who  are  engaged  in  promoting  that  end,  as  agents  to  that  end. 
This  is  my  judgment,  according  to  the  best  of  my  understanding.  I 
refer  to  the  answer  of  the  counsel,  (Mr.  Price,)  as  to  the  constitutional 
matter,  for  further  answer  to  the  question,  and  adopt  his  observations 
on  that  branch  of  the  question,  as  my  answer. 

The  reading  over  to  the  witness  his  cross-examination,  was  com- 
menced, and  proceeded  in,  until  the  usual  hour  of  adjournment,  when 
the  further  proceeding  therein  was  adjourned  until  nine  o'clock  to-mor- 
row morning. 

Saturday,  December  4th,  1830,  at  9  o'clock,  A.  M.  Present  as  before, 
and  Mr.  jS/oan.^Proceeded  in  the  reading  to  Abraham  Lower  his  cross- 
examination— and  after  concluding  the  same,  he  makes  the  following 
explanations. 

In  reference  to  what  I  have  said,  relating  to  the  disrespect  shown 
Elias  Hicks  at  the  Pine  street  meeting,  I  wish  to  be  understood,  that  I 
consider  that  transaction  as  the  Jlrst  of  the  causes,  of  a  public  nature, 
that  led  to  the  division  of  the  Society. 

As  regards  the  services  of  John  Comly,  as  assistant  clerk  to  the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Fourth-month,  1827,  it  is  proper  I  should  say,  that 
he  did  nothing  more,  as  assistant  clerk,  on  that  occasion,  than  read  such 
papers  as  Samuel  Settle  handed  to  him  to  read,  that  being  the  usual 
duty  and  service  of  the  assistant  clerk.  • 

And  further  this  affirmant  saith  not.  Abraham  Lower. 

Affirmed,  as  aforesaid,  and  subscribed,  at  the  house  of  William  Ridg- 
way,  in  Camden,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  this  fourth  day  of  Decem- 
ber, in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty. 

J.  J.  Foster,  Master  and  Examiner. 

Adjourned  until  Monday  next,  at  2  o'clock,  P.  M. 
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